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ABSTRACT
Household Technology and the
Division of Household Labor
in Utah Families
by
Sydney Mitchell Peterson, Master of Science
Utah State University , 1989

Major Professor: Jane L. McCullough
Department: Home Economics and Consumer Education
The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship of household appliances and the division of
labor in accomplishing household tasks in the family.

It

investigated the relationship between ownership of
specific items of household equipment and the performance
of directly related household tasks and the overall
ownership of household equipment and the overall division
of labor in the family.
Data for this study came from "Determinants and
Outcomes of Household Time Use," which is part of the s206 Regional Research Project.

Data from 214 two-parent,

two-child households were analyzed to determine the
relationship between ownership of household equipment and
time spent in three categories of household tasks by

equipment was determined by means of an equipment

X

inventory.

The ownership of appliances and their

relationship to the performance of directly associated
tasks included:
preparation;

(1} microwave oven and time spent in food

(2} dishwasher and garbage disposal and time

spent in dishwashing; and (3} power garden and/or yard
equipment and power shop tools and time spent in
maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets.
The total time spent in household production by
husbands, wives, children and its relationship to the
total number of household appliances owned was also
studied.
The t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA} and KruskalWallis were used to analyze the differences in proportion
of time spent in the various household tasks by wives,
husbands, and children by ownership of related household
equipment.

No significant differences were found in the

proportion of time spent in food preparation, dishwashing,
and maintenance by wives, husbands, and children in
households that did and did not own the related household
equipment.

The correlation between level of equipment

ownership and husbands' and children's proportion of total
family time spent in household work was not significant
indicating that as more equipment is acquired husbands and
children do not contribute a smaller proportion of total
family time in household work.
(J4<

p~oes}

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The impact of modern household technology on
cooking and cleaning in American households is easy to
observe.

The impact of advancing household technology on

the family is more difficult to assess.

It is assumed

that modern household technology has relieved the burdens
of housework by reducing the time and increasing the ease
with which household tasks are performed.

Thus, the

advent and adoption of new technology, so the reasoning
goes, has helped to liberate women from the household.

It

is also often assumed that the extent to which technology
has reduced housework has led to the increased
participation of women in the labor force, has lessened
the importance of household work for children, and has
played a major role in the reduction of paid domestic
help.

There is usually no mention of the impact of

technology on the division of labor within families.
The relationship between technology and the family is
complex.

Most research on technological change in

American households indicates that the home cannot be
separated from society at large (Andrews & Andrews, 1974;
McGaw, 1982; Thrall, 1982).

Technologies affect the horne,

but it is the individuals in the homes who decide which
t-.e-:::hm>J og;.es to acr.e?t-. "lnd ho•AI

a~c'. 'Air.e~

t-:>

e~rl-:>'.'

them

Technology and technological change, then, can only be
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understood in the larger social, political, economic and
cultural contexts in which families live.

It follows that

choices among alternative technologies and technological
development are a reflection of the distribution of
social, political and economic power in the particular
society (McGaw, 1982).
Technology has significantly impacted the American
home in two ways.

The first is the industrialization that

raised the overall technological sophistication of
American society.

The second is the development and

evolution of specific household technologies.

There is

general agreement among historians and social scientists
that the process of industrialization changed the American
household's economic function.

An increased emphasis on

the nuclear family emerged, accompanied by a corresponding
decrease in the role of the household as a production
center for the marketplace (Bose, 1979; Ehrenreich &
English, 1975; Oakley, 1974).

The household shifted focus

from production and consumption to primarily consumption,
and household work focused more on consumption than
production.
The family and household work have been studied by a
wide range of researchers, including economists,
sociologists, historians and home economists.

Economists

typically study the labor market and have largely ignored
un~aid

female labor in the home.

When they dn studv

household production they tend to be interested mainly in

its monetary value.

The issue of technological change in

the household is rarely treated.

Sociologists are

interested in the division of labor within the family and
to a lesser extent, technological impacts on housework
(for exceptions see Oakley, 1974; Thrall, 1982).
Historians' views of household work tend to focus on
detailed changes in the work performed.
Home economists have studied household work for many
years.

Early researchers were concerned with methods and

techniques for making household tasks easier and with
raising the status of housework and housewives (Ehrenrei c h

& English, 1975).

Later research focused on household

equipment, time spent doing housework, the allocation of
tasks within the family, the effects of technology on
housework and the market value of household production.
However, home economists' research to date has not merged
these areas of study with an assessment of the impacts of
technology on the division of household work in the
family.

The result is that household technology has been

studied, as has the division of household labor, but there
is no clear model of the relationship between them,
although awareness of technology's relationship to women's
household work has increased.

With comparatively few

exceptions, previous studies by economists, sociologists,
historians and home economists have evaluated component
par~s

of

~he

issue, but no one yet has integrated these
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studies into a comprehensive assessment of the issue as a
whole.
Historically the studies of the division of labor in
the U.S. have focused on the paid rather than the unpaid
work force.

Models of the division of labor within

families for the most part have not examined the role of
household technology.

Much of the focus of existing

research on the household division of labor has studied
variables other than household technology when attempting
to explain the observed differences.

Many combinations of

variables have been used in attempts to explain the
allocation of domestic chores.

Researchers have studied

specialization of labor, types of housework, the housewife
role and the content of housework, as well as the actual
technologies used to do the work.

Research has not

focused on the relationship between household technology
and the division of labor within families.

One exception

is Thrall (1982) who reviewed the capabili·ty of household
equipment to save time and its impact on the division of
labor in families, including children's chores.

Thrall

interviewed husbands and wives in 99 families living in a
Boston suburb.

Included in the interview were questions

about use of time, the perceived division of labor in the
family and attitudes toward household equipment.

The

interview also included specific questions about who
performed common household chores and a household
equipment inventory.

His data, both with regard to time

5

and the division of labor, show that modern household
equipment was being used to maintain the traditional roles
in the families he studied.

He demonstrated that the

impact of technological developments is very likely to be
conservative with respect to a number of aspects of the
relationship of household technology to the family.
Is it possible that some household appliances have
been used as a substitute for a more equal division of
labor?

A model needs to be tested that takes into account

particular items of household equipment and the allocation
of tasks within the family.
If we ask which technologies have changed the
household division of labor, it is clear that different
technologies have varying impacts.

Household technology

is probably not the dominant factor affecting the family
division of labor, but it needs to be included as a
variable in its analysis.
Statement of the Problem
This study will examine the specific impact of one
aspect of technology, household appliances, on the
division of household labor in the family and investigate
the relationship between the ownership of equipment and
the overall pattern of household division of labor, and
between specific items of household equipment and the
perfomanr.e nf cti n~ct).y rel?.tec'.

t?.sk~.

A

~e~nn:l.i'. ry

purpose is to investigate whether modern household
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technology has tended to support, perhaps even to
reinforce, the traditional position of women in the home.
Conceptual Framework
Family resource management is concerned with the
processes used by individuals, families and households to
allocate available resources to achieve goals.

Ella

Cushman put it this way, "Home management is using what
you have to get what you want" (cited in Schlater, 1976,
p. 93).
While some goals are unique to particular families,
others are pursued by most families.

A common goal of

families is to complete those tasks that are necessary for
the functioning of the household, including such things as
food preparation, clothing care, shopping and care of
family members.

These tasks are carried out in diverse

ways, using different resources in different families.
Both human and material resources are available to
each family member.

Human resources include intelligence,

talent, skill and ability; while material resources
include such things as money and household technology.

A

family or household's resources are the total of the
resources of all the individual members.

Families try to

allocate their resources to achieve their goals.

Each

family member possesses and contributes part of his or her
l".U"ll<.n re3r,urr.e3

t:J>:arr~

1chif.var.e:1t: ;,f f<.mD.y

c:;o.i~.s

by
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performing household tasks.

Family members participate

according to their available human resources.
Although many resources are necessary to reach family
goals, a major resource is the time of family members.
Which family members contribute time to household tasks,
and how much time each contributes, is the concern of many
researchers.

While family resource management specialists

do not agree where time fits into the resource
classification, most agree that it is a resource.

Time is

the only resource equally distributed to all persons, with
everyone having just 24 hours a day.

Whether time is a

human or material resource does not affect its importance
in goal achievement for the family.
The study of the allocation of resources to achieve
goals is important in the field of family resource
management.

Knowledge about factors which affect how

individuals within the family or families as a whole
allocate resources is important.

With the increased

labor-force participation of women, the time required to
do household tasks and their allocation among family
members is receiving increased attention.

An important

premise underlying the conceptual framework is the
statement by Blood and Wolfe that an "equitable division
of labor (in the family) depends on the resources . .
which each family member can contribute to the common
task" (Blood & Wolfe, 1960, p. 74).

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The Development of Household Technology
Enormous technological change occurred during the
process of industrialization including the shifts from
hand power to electric power, from coal and wood to gas
and oil as fuels for cooking, from one-room heating to
central heating, and from pumping water to running water.
Utilities clearly changed household work, but once they
became prevalent the market began to support the invention
and production of specific household technologies.
Electric lights, gas and electric ranges and
refrigerators, hot and cold running water, and automatic
heat are virtually universal in American households and
have been for some time (Thrall, 1982).

Dishwashers;

garbage disposals; clothes dryers; electric frying pans,
blenders, carving knives; etc. are much more limited in
their possible impact on families than are electric
lights, gas ranges, and central heat.
Nimkoff (1950) suggested that the direct effects on
the family of most inventions are relatively small,
because most inventions are minor andjor are not
exclusively related to or even closely associated with the
family.

The main impact on the family is through the

combined indirect effects of many inventions.

Some, like

household labor-saving devices, are primarily geared to
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the home and are important because they often lead to
adjustments and changes in the family.

The total impact

of these devices may be great, but the influence of any
one device is rather minor.

The technological revolution

transformed homes, household implements, and the way
household work is organized.

Many assumptions about the

impact of the technological revolution on housework have
evolved.
The relationship between technology and society in
general is important; consequently, the relationship
between technology and the family is important.

Specific

changes resulting from particular inventions and the
general impact of household technology on families are
important subjects for investigation.

Research on

technology and technological change in American households
indicates that the home cannot be separated from the
larger social, political, and economic settings in which
families live (Andrews & Andrews, 1974; McGaw, 1982;
Thrall, 1982).

Technology cannot be examined

realistically outside the context of the larger society,
nor can technological change be explored without examining
the technology itself (McGaw, 1982).
Melmam (cited in Thrall, 1982) indicated that the
evolution of any machine is the result of nontechnological
as well as technological factors.

He argued that choices

<.m.:>r.g t.e.::t.n.:>lo;;:.cdl dl tdi:ndli,E:s c.re ttJ,.>ic<.tlly ro<.tde en

nontechnological, usually economic but also social,
cultural, and political grounds.
There are two aspects to understanding the
relationship between technology and the family .

The first

is the industrialization that raised the overall
technological level of American society.

The relationship

between the household and the economy was profoundly
altered by the Industrial Revolution of the 19th century.
Industrialization changed the household's economic
function.

Prior to the Industrial Revolution, the horne

was essential to family survival.

Goods produced in the

household were not only used by the family but were
exchanged for goods and services.

With industrialization,

the household became much less important as a producer for
the market (Bose, 1979; Ehrenreich & English, 1975;
Oakley, 1974); the production of many goods and services
shifted out of the horne and into the factory and
marketplace, and housework focused more on consumption
than production.

Goods were produced by the market for

use in the horne, and an increased number of services
became available for families (Gilman, 1966; Hartmann,
1974).
The second aspect of technology's impact on homes is
the impact of specific household technologies.

In

response to the social and economic changes that
accompanied industrialization, American attitudes toward
domestic matters changed.

There were new ideas about the
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home itself and about a woman's position in it (Andrews &
Andrews, 1974).

These changes were reflected in the r ise

of the domestic science movement at the end of the 19th
century.

The movement encouraged interest in household

technologies and attempted to make housework more like
industrial work to increase its dignity and secure an
elevated role in society for those involved in performing
it (Andrews & Andrews, 1974; Ehrenreich & English , 1975;
Wright, 1975) .
Inv ention and Diffusion
Nineteenth-century patent records are full of
household inventions, although in the early part of the
century most labor-saving appliances were a luxury few
families could afford.

The inventions showed great

promise and wide possibilities, though widespread
diffusion of the new technology came later (Strasser,
1980).
Most research on domestic technology focuses on the
years between 1870 and 1930 (McGaw, 1982), a period of
rapid change when numerous labor-saving devices were
invented and households adopted them as they became
available.

Giedion (1948) studied the chronology of the

inventions, but did not discuss when they were adopted by
households or any of their effects on household work.
Cowan (1983) studied 300 years of household
technology, from pre-industrial conditions through 20thcentury changes.

During the first stages of
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industrialization the open hearth was replaced by the
cast-iron stove, and variety in foods took the place of
the one-pot dinner.

In the second phase, technological

systems continued to be developed and refined.

Twentieth-

century household technology consists of eight systems:
food, clothing, health care, transportation, water, gas,
electricity, and petroleum.

In the food, clothing, and

health-care systems a shift from production to consumptio n
has occurred.
The development of household utility systems was
important in determining the processes used in doing
housework.

Utilities promoted second-level effects by

facilitating the development of home appliances.
Utilities also facilitated heating homes and providing hot
water .

Technological systems that would eliminate

housework are possible, but such systems would eliminate
the home as well.

Instead, households shifted from the

production of one type of commodity to the production of
another in even greater quantities.
Strasser (1982) studied a variety of sources to
examine changes in household technologies.

She detailed

the inventions and when they became widely available,
providing a history of American household technology.
Strasser also supplied a description of technology's role
in the 19th-century household.
c.s~f..:Ctf. .

,:,~

lr!vcr,tiur.. r-' r...l

In her examination of many

di .-:f u~.. i..:>r,,

t.Jr.:>c.lu..::~_io:.t

a:.JC.

consumption, technological developments in fire- and

13
water-related tasks, and the standard of living she found
that women shared little in "the wealth of an enlarged
human existence" (p. 30).

Many household devices that

were invented and marketed before 1900 eventually had
substantial effects on household work, but their diffusion
has been exaggerated.
Domestic labor continued to be time-consuming and
lost much of its creativity and individuality.

Cowan

(1976a, 1976b), relying primarily on content analysis of
women's magazines from the late 1880s to the 1930s,
examined changes in household technology and its effects
on middle-class households.

She concluded that the shift

to electrical power, gas and electric stoves, electric
lighting, central heating, and running water affected
middle-class homes, and that the most drastic changes in
patterns of household work occurred prior to the
depression.

Cowan (1976a) also suggested that advertising

in magazines directed at middle-class women in the 1920s
may have played an important part in encouraging women to
acquire the new household technology.
Assumptions About Technology's
Impact on Household Work
Many of the notions about technology's impact on the
household are so widely accepted that they are held to be
true.

A common assumption is that the mechanization of

who use machines and on society as a whole (Scott, 1982).
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This assumption is frequently made with regard to the use
of household equipment and the saving of time and energy .
As early as 1912, Widtsoe stressed the importance of
using machinery to save energy.

She made the statement

that in most cases, a woman's work is never done.
That makes one of two things necessary; either the
average woman must have ways and means of performing
her work with as little expenditure of energy as
possible, or else she is going to wear out
completely, and the man will have to get a new wife
as he gets a new mowing machine.
(p. 41)
This sentiment was often expressed by writers in the
early 1900s (Reese, 1924; Ravenhill, n.d .).

They saw the

addition of equipment to households as an important way to
reduce the heavy burdens of housework and improve the
lives of housewives.

They assumed that appliances would

conserve both the time and energy of the tired, overworked
housekeeper.
This reasoning continued as late as 1946, when John
D. Durand of the Bureau of Social Affairs of the UN
predicted that labor-saving household appliances might
"virtually

. eliminate the horne as a place of work and

housewives as a functional group in the population"
(Scott, 1982, pp. 178, 182).
Technology is widely believed to have relieved the
burdens of housework by reducing the time and energy used
and increasing the ease with which household tasks are
performed.

It continues to be contended (Boulding, 1972)

that modern labor-saving appliances will eliminate, or at
least drastically reduce, the time required for
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housekeeping.

In fact, it is often assumed that

improvements in household technology have been a direct
cause of the increased participation of women in the labor
force and that the adoption of new technologies has helped
to liberate women from the household.

Since the increase

in the availability and acquisition of household
appliances and the increase in female labor-force
participation occurred at approximately the same time,
some have seen the trends as related.
Results of Increased Household Technology
Historical investigation and sociological studies of
household technology challenge the notion that technology
has relieved the burdens of household work.

The results

of several studies (Cowan, 1974; Vanek, 1973, 1974)
question the timesaving effect of household technology and
show that the most important technological developments
considerably antedate the turning point in women's laborforce participation (Giedion, 1948; Oppenheimer, 1970).
Wilson (1929) found that the amount of time a homemaker
with a comparatively well-equipped home (modern plumbing
and electricity) saves in doing housework is on average
one hour a week.
Ravetz (1965) suggested that
Social factors may inhibit the spread of modern
technologv to certain occupations . even j n sod etj es
that widely adopt it in other spheres.
Peter Drucker
has pointed that out in relation to the "backward" or
so-called underdeveloped nations, but it can also
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apply to advanced industrial societies.
example is housework.
(p. 256)

A blatant

She concluded that while households share fully in modern
mechanization, closer investigation show that social
factors have made housework a victim of "technological
lag."
To what extent, then, did new technologies change the
home and alter domestic labor?

What happened to the

family as the appliances used in everyday household work
changed?
Modern technology affects the physical effort, the
required skills and knowledge, and the length of time
necessary to complete a task.

Housework is basically

manual, and the ability of machines to change this is
limited (Thrall, 198 2 ).

Modern technology can reduce

physical labor, improve the quality of the outcome, make a
task more pleasant, or create a new one entirely.

Many

household tasks, though, cannot be performed by a machine.
Cowan (1983) found that the changes that occurred in
household technology increased the productivity of the
average housewife.

Modern labor-saving devices eliminated

drudgery but not labor.

Improved household technology

made housewives more productive and more comfortable than
their mothers had been and also improved the health and
the environment of their families.

Women accepted work in

the home and viewed modern conveniences as liberating
agents.
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Strasser (1982) examined how industrialization
transformed the nature of women's work in the 19th-century
horne.

New commercial processes changed women's daily

liv es and the i r working relationship with those around
them; some tasks were lightened, others were eliminated,
but the burdens of cleaning were increased.

Strasser

found that only two innovations, the cast-iron stove and
the Dover eggbeater, measurably lightened women's work,
while oil lamps and heat stoves increased the burdens of
cleaning.

Other inventions, such as washing machines and

gas stoves, were too expensive for the average family to
afford and required utilities and plumbing that were even
more expensive.
New technologies reduced household dirt and lightened
individual tasks; higher standards of cleanliness and
greater attention to child care and shopping resulted.
Simultaneously, domestic help grew less common, and
middle-class wives found themselves to be household
workers rather than household managers.

Cowan (1976a)

argued that the industrialization of the horne reduced
specialization and differentiation in the work force,
decreased managerial functions, and "heightened the
emotional context of the work" (p. 23).

Strasser (1982)

also pointed out the increasing isolation of the domestic
worker.
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availability of basic utilities such as running water,
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electricity, gas, sewer systems, and garbage services to
homes.

The introduction of modern equipment into the home

cannot compare in the magnitude of effect.

Households

eagerly adopted modern appliances as they were offered and
as they were economical; the impacts of these appliances
have been varied.
Technology's Impact
on Ease of Housework
Bose, Bereano, and Malloy (1984) suggested that ease
of housework includes both the objective and subjective
elements associated with performing household tasks,
including reducing physical effort, increasing enjoyment,
and enhancing feelings of self-worth.

They distinguish

between ease of housework and reduction of time spent on
housework, indicating that even when a saving of time is
demonstrated with the use of new appliances there is not
always a reduction in the physical effort required.
Hartmann (1974) suggested that easing effort is more
important to housewives than saving time.
The traditional notion is that new household
technologies add interest to performing household tasks,
which in turn makes the work easier and more pleasant and,
therefore, increases satisfaction.

"Housework is

basically manual, and mechanization of the tasks only
means the worker must now tend the machines" (Bose et al.,
1984, p. 64).

They go on to state that

since much of the work in the modern home is socially
isolated, involves monitoring several activities at
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once, and has many emotional burdens which are not
subject to rationalization or mechanization, there
may be inherent limits on the degree to which
technology may actually ease housework.
(p. 64)
Thus the assumption that easier work will increase the
pleasantness of the task and the housewife's feelings of
self-worth may be incorrect.

One study (Oakley, 1974)

found that ownership of equipment may affect the way
particular tasks are performed or add interest to certain
tasks, but it does not create satisfaction with housework .
Satisfaction with housework is also unrelated to the
number of appliances owned.
Do specific technologies actually ease housework?

We

know that utilities probably changed household work more
than any other technology by eliminating many truly
burdensome tasks, particularly those associated with water
and electricity.

Utilities reduced household dirt and

lightened individual tasks, eliminating drudgery but not
labor.

The change in housework from heavy production work

to physically lighter consumption work made housework less
arduous.

While utilities brought increased ease, the

second-level effects (the development of home appliances)
created more housework, making it hard to judge whether
the burdens of housework were subsequently reduced.
Once technology is introduced into the home,
individuals can use it to produce output never possible
before.

Additionally, appliances require a great deal of

t.ime and work.

Tne cleaning, repair, and complexity ot

the equipment have all increased, which argues against the
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view that household appliances necessarily ease the
performance of housework.

Household appliances may

actually create new forms of work and increase the time
required to perform household tasks.

As Linder (19 70)

noted, the more technology in the household, the more time
will be required for its upkeep.
Technology's Impact on
Time Spent in Housework
One of the biggest misconceptions about the
technological improvements that were introduced i nto
American homes during the late 19th and 20th centuries is
that they saved time.

Several researchers who studied the

relationship between the two factors concluded that time
spent in household work has changed little with the
increase in the level of technology in the home (Morgan,
Sirageldin & Baerwaldt, 1966; Szalai, 1972; Vanek, 197 3,
1974; Robinson, 1980).
In early time-use studies funded by the Bureau of
Home Economics (USDA) , data were gathered on household
equipment and use of time.

Wilson (1929), who gathered

data in Oregon, was interested in the relationship between
utilities and the appliances associated with utilities and
housework.

She found that a homemaker with a

comparatively well-equipped house has "an average net
addition to her personal time of about an hour a week"

Wilson's (Arnquist & Roberts, 1929; Richardson, 1933),
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researchers concluded that improved or additional
household equipment does not lead to substantial
reductions in household work time.
Vane k (1973, 1974 ) compared a number of the early
time-use surveys sponsored by the Bureau of Home Economics
with data collected in 1965 by the University of Michigan
Survey Research Center.

Many technological changes

occurred in households between the 1920s and the 1960s,
and it had been assumed that time spent in housework had
decreased as a result.

Vanek found that the number of

hours per week housewives spent doing housework varied
only from 51 hours in 1926 t .o 52 hours in 19 2 9, 1932, a nd
1943 to 53 hours in 1953 and 55 hours in 1965-1966 .

This

was the opposite of what was usually assumed .
Vanek's (1973, 1974) conclusions complemented those
of Cowan (1976a), who surveyed women's magazines from the
late 1800s to the 1930s.

Cowan concluded that while time

spent on some household tasks decreased, new jobs had been
added and time expenditures for other jobs increased,
resulting in little overall change in time spent.
Qualitative change and additional tasks had more than
replaced any time saved by increased technology.

The

total time spent in housework actually increased slightly
between 1920 and 1960 (Vanek, 1973, 1974; Cowan, 1974).
As data on how much time women actually spend doing
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et al.

(1966) found that families with more household

appliances estimated spending more hours on housework than
those with fewer, particularly families with two or more
appliances.
Thrall (1982), in a study of 99 households, asked hi s
respondents to estimate time spent in household work.
Although his was a different methodology than that used b y
the Survey Research Center, he found no significant
relationship between the amount of household equipment and
the estimated amount of time spent in work around the
house by any member of a family.
Robinson (1980) used as his ma in data source the 1 97 5
study, Americans' Use of Time by the Survey Research
Center at the University of Michigan, to analyze the
relationship between housework time and technology
ownership.

The same procedures were used as had been used

in the Survey Research Center national survey of time use
conducted ten years earlier.

Information on appliances

was not collected in the 1965 survey but was in the 1975
survey .

Robinson found no tendency for women with more

household technology to spend less time doing housework
than those who own less.

The only appliance for which a

clear difference was found is the microwave oven, and the
difference is not statistically significant.

However,

only five percent of the households that participated in
the research owned microwave ovens.

This finding agrees

with earlier studies indicating minimal reductions in
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housework due to household technology (Morgan et al.,
1966).
In 1986-87, data from 2,100 two-parent, two-child
households from eleven states were analyzed to determine
the relationships among demographic variables, ownership
of appliances, and time spent in four categories of
household tasks (Lovingood & McCullough, 1986).

Over 60

percent of the households owned at least seven of the 11
appliances studied.

While the owners of dishwashers spent

less time in dishwashing than did nonowners, little
evidence was found that appliance ownership is related to
a reduction in overall time spent in household tasks.
Little evidence has been found, then, to support the
notion that household technology has been responsible for
declines in housework time.

'l'here is little doubt that

some household technology can save time.

In the

long run though the mere presence of technology makes
little difference in total housework time.
Technology's Impact on Time
Allocated to Specific Tasks
There have been striking changes in the time devoted
to specific household tasks.

Time-budget studies show an

increase in time spent on purchasing, management, and
child care and a decrease in time spent on meal
preparation.
When Vanek (1973, 1974)

com~ared

the results of the

time-use studies done in the 1920s and 1930s with the
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results from the 1965-66 survey Research Center study; she
found that the figures concealed a shift in the amount of
time devoted to various tasks .

The time spent in shopping

and management had increased, but less time was spent on
food preparation and cleanup after meals.

Probably no

aspect of housework had been lightened so much by
technological change as laundry.

Nonetheless, the amount

of time spent doing laundry had increased.
child care had also increased.

Time spent on

More time was spent in the

tasks associated with consumption, including shopping and
household management.

No change had occurred in general

tasks of home care such as cleaning.

Both Walker (1969)

and Vanek (1973, 1974) indicated a tradeoff between
routine and repetitive household tasks (like laundry and
meal cl eanup) and managerial activities.
Sanik (1979) compared the results of a 1967-68 study
of time used for household production in families in
Syracuse, New York, with a 1977 update.

The sample,

instrumentation, and research design were comparable.

She

found that the same amount of time was spent in food
preparation; care of the home, yard, car, and pets;
physical and nonphysical care of other family members; and
management of the family's affairs in 1977 as had been
used ten years previously.

The two activities in which

homemakers decreased time spent were dishwashing and
clothing care.

These decreases may have been due to

improved household technology, work methods, decreased
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standards, or an increase in easy-care fabrics.

Shopping

is the only activity in which homemakers spent more time
in 1977 than in 1967.
Conclusions that emerged from Robinson's (1977b)
comparison between the 1965-66 data and the time-use
studies of the 1930s and 1950s agree with those of other
researchers.

While time spent on the routine aspects of

housework decreased, more time was being spent on the
managerial aspects of housework, including child rearing
and shopping.

Larger amounts of shopping and marketing

time were found in the 1965-66 study than previously.

In

data from a second national study conducted in 1975-76,
women reported spending less time in family care,
particularly in the categories of routine household
cleaning and upkeep (Robinson, 1977b).
All these results point in the same direction:
mechanization of the household means that time expended on
some jobs decreases, but also that new jobs are created,
and, in some cases, time expenditures for old jobs
increase.

The advantages of mechanization may be more

dubious than they seem at first glance.
Technology's Impact on Women's
Labor-Force Participation
It is often assumed that there is a causal
relationship between industrialization of the household
and the entry of married women into the labor market.

In

fact, it is often thought that improvements in household
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technology have been a direct cause of the increased
participation of women in the labor force.

The adoption

of new household technology supposedly leads to an
increase in labor-force participation by liberating women
from the home.

Since the increase in the availability and

adoption of household appliances and the increase in
female labor-force participation occurred at approximately
the same time, the two trends have been seen as related
(Cowan, 1976a; Berry, 1979).
Women's employment in the labor force is often cited
as having the strongest relationship with time spent in
housework (Vanek, 1974; Ogburn & Nimkoff, 1955; Robinson &
Converse, 1972).

Recent studies (Szalai, 1975; Thrall,

1982) show that reductions in housework time are related
to increases i n employment time.

Husbands and children of

employed homemakers are reported to contribute a larger
proportion of the total family housework time than in
families of nonemployed homemakers.

When the actual time

contributions are examined it becomes apparent that
proportions increased despite the fact that time remained
the same, because the total family housework time
decreased.

The decrease is due to less time being spent

doing household work by employed than by nonemployed
women.
It is entirely possible that modern household
equipment may have played a facilitating role in women's
employment within the context of American culture.

There
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are, however, other industrial societies where the laborforce participation rate of women is higher than in the
United States, but where modern appliances are not as
available.
Oppenheimer (1970) showed that there is nothing about
the development of household equipment and products which
forces women out of the home.

She further suggested that

recent improvements in equipment and products are as
likely to be the result of demands of working women as the
other way around.
Technology's Impact
on Children's Work
Few researchers have studied children's use of time
extensively, particularly the amount of time devoted to
household work.

The studies that have been conducted

focus on the relationship between time spent and the
variables of age, sex of the child, employment, and
educational level of the mother; educational level of the
father; income of the family; state of residence; and
season of the year (Sanik, 1981; Walker & Woods, 1976;
Cogle & Tasker, 1982; Cogle, Tasker & Morton, 1982;
O'Neill, 1979; Osborne, 1979; Lawrence, Tasker & Babcock,
1983).

Possession of household equipment has rarely been

examined in relation to time devoted to household work by
children.
Thrall (1982) did study the relationship between
specific items of household equipment and children's
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participation in the directly associated tasks.

He

interviewed 99 families and asked parents the percentage
of time that each person who took part in a t ask did so.
For instance, a wife might participate in dishwashing 75
percent of the time, the husband 20 percent, and the
children 15 percent.

These percentages were then used to

calculate measures of the division of labo r.

In families

that own a garbage disposal, young children were
significantly less involved in taking care of the garbage.
Conversely, in families with a dishwasher, children
participa ted in dishwashing about the same amount of time
as those in families without a dishwasher.
Thra ll ( 198 2) also asked parents if modern househol d
equipment had affected the roles of children in doing
househo ld tasks.

Most of the parents (68 families)

thought the overall effect is that children do less.
About half of those who believe that children do less
simply said that they do not need their children's help as
much with the addition of modern equipment.

Five

families, though, said the reason their children do less
is that they do not want them involved with machinery,
while six others said that machines make various tasks
physically easier for children.
An interesting point is that families who said that
the effect of equipment is that children do less have more
of the items in the 26-item equipment inventory (major
appliances and some small appliances) than families who
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said that there is no effect.

Thrall's results indicate

that children in the "do less" families do not, however,
spend any less time helping around the house, nor do they
do fewer of the specific tasks included in the taskperformance record.

Thus it seems that there was a

feeling among Thrall's respondents who had more equipment
that it should have some effect, though the effect was not
detected by the measures used.

Thrall concluded that it

is not the case, on average, that children in families
with more equipment do fewer chores or spend any less time
doing them.
Family Division of Labor
Technological developments have changed what
household tasks need to be done, how they are done, and,
possibly, how they are allocated among family members.
The way in which tasks are divided among members of a
household in relation to household technology has received
little attention.
Considerable research has been done on the division
of labor in families.

Interest in the topic increased

with the rise of the Women's Movement and with the
increase in the proportion of women employed in the labor
market.

The approaches used have varied according to the

disciplines of the researchers and the theories espoused
hy t.he di,.cirlines
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Resource Theory
The theory most often used in family resource
management to explain division of labor in the family is
resource theory.
achieve goals .

Families allocate their resources to
A common goal of most families is to

complete the tasks that are necessary for the household to
function.

Wheeler and Arvey (1981) indicated that within

resource theory several resources have been noted to
influence division of labor in the family:

time,

enjoyment of tasks, income, social class, and education .
Although many resources are necessary to reach family
goals, time is the most widely discussed, possibly because
it is equally available to all persons.

In resource

theory, the time factor assumes that the spouse with more
t ime will perform household tasks.

Which family members

contribute time to household tasks and how much time is of
interest.
The relationship between a wife's employment outside
the home and household task responsibility has been
studied extensively (Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Hall &
Schroeder, 1979; Nye, 1976; Walker & Woods, 1976).
findings have been contradictory.

The

Employment reduces time

for household tasks, but whether this significantly
increases a husband's responsibility for the tasks has not
been consistently shown.

Sociological studies using
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Nye, 1976) rather than time diaries (Hall & Schroeder,

31
1 970; Vanek, 1974; Walker & Woods, 1976) indicate that
husbands increase participation in household tasks that
are traditionally assigned wives.
Additional resources, including enjoyment of tasks,
education, family income, and social class , have also been
shown to be related to performance of household tasks
(Wilkening & Bharadwaj, 1967; Holmstrom, 1972; Adams,
1973; Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Tomeh, 1978; Nickols & Metzen,
1978; Nye , 1976).

Wilkening and Bharadwaj

(1967) and

Holmstrom (1972) both suggested that responsibility for
household tasks reflects the interests of spouses rather
than traditional role expectations.
No significant differences were found by Hall and
Schroeder (1970) among income groups in the numbers of
hours spent in household tasks .

However, social class

differences have been found (Adams, 1973; Blood & Wolfe,
1960).
Several studies indicate relationships between
education and household task division.

Blood and Wolfe

(1960); Centers, Raven, and Rodrigues (1971); Nickols and
Metzen (1978); and Nye (1976) all found relationships
between spouses' education level and the division of
household tasks.

Education and social class, along with

interest in the task, seem to influence task allocation,
but to a lesser degree than employment of the wife.
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Husbands' and Wives' Contributions
to Household Work
The practice in American households today is for
women to do the largest proportion of household work.
This fact has been documented by several research studies.
Time-diary research.

In a 1967-68 time study of

1,296 participants in Syracuse, New York, Walker and Woods
(1976)

found that wives contribute the major proportion of

time to household work, 72 percent for nonemployed women
and 62 percent for employed women.

Husbands and children

contribute most of the remaining time.
Vanek (1973), in her analysis of the 1965-66 time-use
study conducted by Robinson and Converse of the Survey
Research Center at the University of Michigan, also looked
at the allocation of household tasks between men and
women.

She found that husbands contribute about seven

hours per week to household work, of which shopping
accounts for about two and one-half hours per week.
Nickols (1976) analyzed longitudinal Survey Research
Center time-use data on 1,156 families for changes that
occurred in task distribution between 1968 and 1973.

Her

results agree with those of other researchers; most of the
time spent in housework is contributed by wives (32.4
hours per week for wives compared to 2.4 hours per week
for husbands).

There was a slight increase in the number

of husbands who did some housework and in the hours they
spent, but a 4-hour decline for wives.

This study did not

include time spent in child care, home repairs and yard
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work, and shopping.

Sixty-five percent of husbands and

only two percent of wives reported that they spent no time
in household work.
Robinson (197 7a), in a progress report comparing
1975-76 Survey Research Center time-use data with results
collected ten years earlier, reported less total time per
week spent in family care, which includes child care and
routine household cleaning and upkeep.

Women, both

employed and nonemployed, reported less time spent in
family care in 1975 than in 1965, but the involvement of
men increased over the ten-year period.

Robinson found

that married employed men increased their c ontributions to
family care from 9.0 to 9.7 hours per week in the ten-year
period.

Employed married women decreased family-care time

from 28.7 hours to 24.9, while married full-time
housewives showed an even larger decrease, from 50 hours
in 1965 to 44.3 hours in 1975.

The decrease was mainly in

routine household cleaning and upkeep rather than in child
care.
sanik (1979) compared 1967-68 Cornell data and a 1977
update to determine if any significant changes had
occurred in time devoted to household work during the tenyear period.

There were more changes in time spent by men

doing household tasks than by women.

Time devoted by

women to housework had decreased from 7.8 hours per day to
7.5 hours per day.

Shopping is the only activity in which

homemakers spent more time in 1977 than 1967.

There had
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been a significant decline in time spent in dishwashing
a nd cl o th i ng care.

The five categories , in which time

spent had not changed included food preparation; home,
y ard, car, and pet care; physical care of family members;
nonphysical care of family members; and management.
Husbands had increased their time by half an hour per day
(1.7 hours to 2.2 hours)

from 1967 to 1977, a

statistically significant difference.

The increase

occurred almost tota l ly in nonphysical care of family
members.
A study of time use in Utah families was conducted by
McCullough (1981) as Utah's contribution to an 11-state
regional research project.

Data were collected from 210

two-parent, two-child families through the use of time
diaries.

McCullough concluded that husbands average an

hour and 47 minutes per day in household tasks, with their
biggest contributions of housework time being spent in
maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets.

The wives in

the research project allotted their time along traditional
lines, averaging six and one half hours per day in
household tasks and less than one and one-half hours in
paid work.
Questionnaire research.

Lopata (1971) interviewed

205 housewives in the Chicago area and asked them
specifically how much their husbands contributed to
various household tasks.

She found the largest percentage

of wives were solely responsible for meal preparation,
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dishwashing, laundry, clothing care, shopping, child care,
and routine household tasks.

Men helped the most with

money, bills, finances; gardening; and heavy cleaning.
Berk (1976) in a study conducted in Evanston,
Illinois, asked her respondents who did each household
task at least half the time.

Women did most household

tasks, including meal preparation, cleaning the kitchen,
laundry, straightening, and outside errands.

The major

contribution for husbands was outside errands.

Women also

did more than half of the work in areas often regarded as
husband's work, including emptying the garbage, going to
the gas station, handling financial matters, and paying
bills.
The results of both time-diary and questionnaire
research studies reflect a traditional division of
household labor.

This seems to be true for both

responsibility and performance of household tasks.
Children's Contributions to
Household Work
Research indicates that children, when compared with
their parents, spend small amounts of time in household
work (Sanik, 1981; Walker & Woods, 1976).

The actual time

children spend in household work has not been reported
extensively.
In an early study which included children's time use,
Wilson (1929) found that farm children of grade-school age
contributed an average of 3.3 hours, and those of high-
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school age averaged 5.0 hours per week, as compared to an
a v erage of 3 .2 and 4 . 1 hours per week for nonfarm children
and high schoolers .

Walker and Woods (1976)

found that

adoles c ents contributed an average of two hours per day to
household work.

Cogle et al.

(1982), as a c ontributing

project to NE-113, interviewed 105 two-parent, two-child
families in urban Louisiana and reported that adolescents
spent only 1.1 hours per day in household work.
Some studies have shown that the sex of the child
influences both participation in housework and the tasks
performed.

Several researchers reported that females

spend significantly more time in household work than
males.

Females are also more likely to perform chores

inside the house, while males do chores outside the hou s e.
O'Neill (1978, 1979) looked at changes in children's
and adolescents' time spent in household work in twoparent, two-child families living in New York from 1967 to
1977.

She found that time contributions to household work

of both boys and girls had increased during the ten-year
period, and that the contributions of boys had increased
more than those of girls.

Sanik and O'Neill (1982),

comparing the same data, also found sex differences in
children's performance of household activities which is
consistent with the research of others (Lynch, 1975;
O'Neill, 1979; Tengel, 1964).

Boys were more likely to

P.ng<'.go: in a-.::+-.i v;.t iP.s l!ndP.rti'.ken bv fi'.thP.rs
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Osborne (1979) analyzed Utah's contribution to the
1 1 -state NE-113 study .

She used all children from the

sample, 11 3 boys and 87 girls .

She found that the amount

of time children contributed to household work varied a
great deal.

Some children contributed little or no time

and others put in several hours per day.

In contrast to

other studies she found that girls did not contribute a
significantly greater amount of time to household work
than boys, but that they did contribute time to different
types of household work activities.

Girls and boys were

more likely to spend time performing tasks that are
traditionally assigned to their sex.

Boys' contributions

were greatest in maintaining the home, yard, car, and
pets; while girls' were greatest in food preparation and
housecleaning.
Cogle and Tasker (1982} studied 115 children ranging
in age from six to 17 (53 girls and 62 boys)

from 105 two-

parent, two-child families in urban Louisiana.

They found

that children participated most often in housecleaning and
food preparation and were least likely to participate in
care of clothing.

Girls participated more than boys in

household work (94% compared to 82%) and had a higher
participation rate in all specific household tasks except
maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets.

A considerably

higher participation rate was found for girls in
dishwashing and care of clothing.

Girls were twice as
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likely as boys to participate in dishwashing (49 % compared
with 25 %).
Lawrence, Tasker, and Babcock (1983), also analyzing
data from the 11 states that participated in the NE-11 3
study, restricted their sample to adolescents (517
adolescents from two-parent, two-child families).

They

found that the majority were contributing at least some
time to household work.

They spent the most time in

shopping and maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets;
housecleaning; and food preparation.

The least time was

spent in dishwashing, management, care and construction of
clothing, and physical and nonphysical care of family
members.
Sex is the factor most often affecting time spent in
housework; females spent significantly more time in total
household work than males.

Most of the studies reported

that children and adolescents didn't contribute large
amounts of time, but they did contribute some.
Sex differences in household division of work was
also apparent.

Females spent significantly more time than

males in food preparation, dishwashing, shopping, and
housecleaning.

Males spent more time than females in

maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets.

Thus, the

tradition of females performing tasks inside the home and
males performing tasks outside the home remains.
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Household Technology
and Family Division of Labor
Bose (1979) and Bose et al.

(1984), in an historical

investigation of technology, examined the specific impact
of various levels of technologies, including
industrialization and appliances, on the division of
household labor.

They concluded that ownership of

increasing numbers of home appl iances is positively
correlated with stereotyped division of labor.

Her

evidence indicates that the household division of labor
has not changed over time.

Women, according to Bose, do

not appear to have benefited from household technologies .
They still do the largest proportion of household tasks.
Thrall (1982) interviewed 99 families and looked at
the relationship between household equipment and the
division of labor .

He was interested not only in the

relationship between overall possession of equipment and
the division of labor, but between possession of specific
items and performance of the directly associated tasks.
His equipment inventory consisted of 26 items, which
included all the major appliances and some small
appliances, such as an electric can opener and a garbage
disposal, which are used for specific tasks.

"Respondents

were asked the percentage of the time that each person who
ever took part in a particular task did so" (Thrall, 1982,
~

1~7) .
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Thrall used two measures of the division of labor,
adapted from Bott (1971) and Blood and Wolfe (1960).

The

measures include specialization (a task done exclusively
by one person) and stereotypy (adherence to socially
expected roles).

Thrall found a significant negative

relationship between amount of equipment and number of
tasks done exclusively by husbands; this was not true for
wives.

There were no significant overall correlations

with the measures of stereotypy.

Thrall found significant

negative correlations among family income and number of
tasks done exclusively and amount of time spent in
housework per week for husbands but not for wives.

When

income was held constant the relationships between
equipment and time and task performance were not
significant.

He concluded that there are a number of

factors associated with higher incomes which include, on
the one hand, having more equipment, and, on the other,
less involvement in work around the house by husbands in
housework.
Thrall also looked at the relationship between
specific items of equipment and the directly associated
tasks.

Most of the results show no relationship between

equipment and task performance, but a few do.

In families

that owned garbage disposals, husbands and young children
were significantly less involved in taking care of the
garbage, and wives were more likely to do it exclusively.
In families with dishwashers, husbands were less likely to
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help occasionally with the dishes, but children's
participation did not change.
Thrall's results concerning stereotypy show a
different picture.

For ten of the tasks the average

amount of stereotyped behavior was greater in families
with equipment; it was smaller for only three.

Thrall

suggested that modern household equipment is being used to
facilitate the carrying out of traditional role
assignments.

There were significant stereotyped behaviors

in families that owned dishwashers and garbage disposals.
Modern household equipment may reinforce s tereotyp ed
behavior.

Family members may assume that the equipment

has made the related task easier and less time-consuming
and that their help is no longer needed.
Thrall asked his respondents if they felt modern
household equipment had affected the way their families
divide up household work.
couples said yes.

More than two-thirds of the

It was found that those who said yes

did in fact have more equipment and higher income.

There

were, however, no differences between the two groups on
any of the overall measures of the division of labor.
The relationship between equipment and the division
of labor within the family seems to be traditional in
light of Thrall's data.

When families have an item of

equipment that is used for a particular task, they are
lik~Jy

to

~e wo~P tra~itt0n•J

t~

t~etr ~JviPi0n

0f l?b0r

for that task than are families that do not have the
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equipment.

Thrall suggested that task-specific

technologies may develop so that women can take over task s
previously done by other family members rather than vice
v ersa.
Women do the largest proportion of tasks in
contemporary households.

There has been relatively little

change in this, according to research completed to date.
A woman's main responsibilities have been unmodified by
utilities and may have been extended by appliances.

It

appears that reallocation of labor among household members
has not occurred.

43
Table 1.

Time-diary Studies Conducted in the United States

Year

Collected By

1926

Bureau of Horne
Economics, USDA

Sample
137

1926-27

513

1929-31

92

Reported By
Arnquist & Roberts
1929 (Washington)
Wilson, 1929
(Oregon)
Richardson, 1933
(Montana)
Vanek, 1973, 1974
Robinson, 1977b

1965

Survey Research
Center, University
of Michigan

national
2,144

Morgan, Sirageldin
& Baerwaldt, 1966

1965-66

Survey Research
Center, University
of Michigan

national
1 ,2 44

Robinson &
Converse, 1972
Szalai, 1972
Vanek, 1973, 1974
Robinson, 1977b
Juster & Stafford,
1985

1967-68

Cornell University

1,296

Walker & Woods,
1976

1968-

Panel Study of
Income Dynamics,
Survey Research
Center, University
of Michigan

5,000

Nickols, 1976
Nickols & Metzen,
1978

1975-76

Survey Research
Center, University
of Michigan
Follow-up

1,519

Robinson, 1980
Juster & Stafford,
1985

Cornell University
Update

210

1981-82
1977

Table 1 continues

O'Neill, 1978,
1979
Sanik, 1979
sanik, 1981
Sanik & O'Neill,
19es2
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Year

Collected By

Sample

Reported By

1977

Regional Research
Program, USDA
(NE-113)

11 state
2,100
517

Lovingood &
McCullough, 1986
Lawrence, Tasker
& Babcock, 1983
Osborne, 1979
(Utah)
Mccullough, 1981
(Utah)
Cogle & Tasker,
1982 (Louisiana)
Cogle, Tasker &
Morton, 1982
(Louisiana)

210
210
105

1986-87

Update

2,100

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship of household appliances and the division of
labor in accomplishing household tasks in the family.

It

investigated the relationship between ownership of
specific items of household

e~Jipment

and the performance

of directly related household tasks and the level of
household equipment ownership and the overall division of
labor in the family.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were proposed:
1.

In households that own a microwave, a smaller

proportion of time spent in food preparation by husbands
and wives will be contributed by husbands than in
households that do not own a microwave.
2.

In households that own a microwave, a smaller

proportion of total family time spent in food preparation
will be contributed by children than in households that do
not own a microwave.
3.

In households that own a dishwasher and garbage

disposal, a smaller proportion of time spent dishwashing
by husbands and wives will be contributed by husbands than
in households that do not own a dishwasher and garbage
disposal.
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4.

In households that own a dishwasher and garbage

disposal, a smaller proportion of total family time spent
dishwashing will be contributed by children than in
households that do not own a dishwasher and garbage
disposal.
5.

In households that own power garden andjor yard

equipment and power shop tools, a smaller proportion of
time spent caring for home, yard, car, and pets by
husbands and wives will be contributed by wives than in
households that do not own power garden and/or yard
equipment and power shop tools.
6.

In households that own power garden and/or yard

equipment and power shop tools, a smaller proportion of
total family time spent caring for home, yard, car, and
pets will be contributed by children than in households
that do not own power garden and/or yard equipment and
power shop tools.
7.

In households with higher levels of equipment

ownership, the proportion of total family time spent in
household work by husbands will decrease.
8.

In households with higher levels of equipment

ownership, the proportion of total family time spent in
household work by children will decrease.

The data for this study were taken from "Determinants
and Outcomes of Household Time Use," which is part of the
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S-206 Regional Research Project.

It was funded by the

Utah Agricultural Experiment Station.

The data were

collected throughout 1987 and into 1988 as a replication
of a study done 10 years earlier on urbanjrural family
time use in Utah.

It was designed to update the 1977

family time-use data.

The methodology was replicated as

closely as possible so that comparisons with earlier data
could be made.

The sample consisted of 214 two-parent, two-child
families from three Utah counties representing both rural
and urban areas.

One hundred and seven families were from

Iron and Washington counties, considered to be rural areas
of the state; and 107 families were from Salt Lake County,
the most urbanized area in the state.

These counties were

selected because of their population size and geographic
location.
Names of the families were obtained from the Survey
Research Center at the University of Utah.

The sample was

generated through a number of methods including random
digit dialing that was done for other surveys.

This

biased the sample by eliminating those families without
phones.

Families were also obtained from school district

lists, referrals, and newspaper ads.

The sample was

limited to two-parent , two-child families.

The sample was
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not random and, therefore, results cannot be generali zed
beyond two-parent, two-child households in Utah.
The families were grouped according to age of the
younger child.
older child.

No limits were placed on the age of the
The five levels of stratification were:

Level I:
Level II:
Level III:
Level IV:
Level V:

Younger child under one year of age.
Younger child one year old.
Younger child between two and five.
Younger child between six and eleven.
Younger child between twelve and seventeen.
Instruments

Two instruments were used to gather data for the
study, a time diary (see Appendix A) and an information
questionnaire (see Appendix B).

The time diary and

dictionary of activities (see Appendix C) were the same as
used in 1977.

The information questionnaire had been

revised to eliminate information that had not proved to be
useful in the earlier study and to include some new
questions.
Time Diary
A time diary is a self-reported log of an
individual's activities kept over a specified period of
time--usually 24 hours (Robinson, 1977b).

Walker (1979)

suggested that the confidence in the collection of data is
i

: t c r ·~c.s~C.

.if a c. t.i" i c i e.5 ar(, .5(,lf··rc.port.e-i, ruta"r lhar.

reported by a coder who decides how an activity should be
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recorded.

Recording information about use of time shortl y

after its use also reduces the possibility of recall
biases (Robinson, 1977b).

Another advantage of time

d i aries is that they provide a way for a researcher to
track the activities of an individual without being
present (Berk , 1976).
The use of a time diary is an important technique in
the study of time use.

The time diary is an example of

what Robinson (1988) calls "the 'micro-behav ioral '
approach to survey research" (p. 134).

This approach

recognizes that individuals are limited in their ability
to report very complex behavior in a survey.

It also

provides a flexible yet complex data base from which to
draw conclusions.

The time diary used in this study (see Appendix A)
was divided horizontally into ten-minute intervals,
representing a 24-hour day, and vertically into categories
of possible time use.

Time was recorded in 18 categories

including food preparation; dishwashing; and maintenance
of home, yard, car, and pets (see Appendix A).

The

dictionary defining the activities in each category is
included as Appendix C.
Reliability and Validity
Several studies, both in the United States and other
countries, have provided evidence of the reliability and
validity of the time-dairy approach to collecting time
data (Juster, 1985; Robinson, 1977b, 1986, 1988; Szalai,
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1972).

Comparisons of time-diary results with those of

other observational techniques of recording time use hav e
substantiated the validity of time diaries as a method of
gathering time-use data (Robinson, 1977b, 1988).

These

studies have included observation of participants (Chapin,
1974), reports of other household members (Juster, 1985),
television cameras in the home (Bec htel, Achepohl, &
Akers, 1972), and beepers that remind individuals to
record their activities at specific periods of time
(Robinson, 1986).

Correlations of time expenditures

between these observational measures and time-diary
estimates have usually been .80 or higher (Robinson,
1988).
Information Questionnaire
The information questionnaire used in the study
included questions about housing and household equipment,
household production, household members' employment,
household conditions, and other demographic and background
data (see Appendix B).
Data Collection
Data for the study were collected through personal
interviews by the Survey Research Center at the University
of Utah.

Professional interviewers were hired to collect

the data in both the rural and urban areas.

Walker and

Woods (1976) indicated that the advantages of personal
interviews include:

(1) the potential for obtaining the
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desired number of complete diaries,

(2) an opportunity to

explain the purpose of the study and answer any questions,
and (3) a means of giving clear directions concerning the
time diary.
Interviews were conducted from January 1987 through
March 1988.

This allowed seasonal variations in how

people use their time to be taken into account .

They were

also spread evenly over the seven days of the week so that
weekly variations in time use would be included.
Interviewers contacted the households drawn in the
sample to determine if they met the criteria of being a
two-parent, two-child family and if they were willing to
participate.

After a family's eligibility for the study

was confirmed, an appointment was arranged between the
interview·er and the homemaker at the homemaker's
residence.
The first interview involved the completion of a
recall time diary of the previous day ' s activities.

Time

use was recorded for all family members over the age of
five, as recalled by the homemaker.

The completed diary

was left with the homemaker so that she could check its
accuracy with her spouse and children to eliminate errors.
The interviewer also left a copy of the questionnaire and
a second time dairy to be completed by the homemaker the
following day.

This was designated the "record day," as

the homemaker was asked to record activities as they
occurred throughout the day.

The day after the record day

52

the two time diaries and the questionnaire were picked up
by the interviewer and checked with the homemaker for
completeness.
The times recorded in the time diary were used to
compute how much time was allocated to various tasks by
the respondents.

Times recorded in the categories of food

preparation; dishwashing; and maintenance of home, yard,
car, and pets were used in hypotheses 1 through 6.

Times

recorded in eight household work activities--food
preparation; dishwashing; shopping; housecleaning;
maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets; care of clothing
and household linens; construction of clothing and
household linens; and management--were included in the
time analyzed in hypotheses 7 and B.
Time spent in the categories under consideration was
considered to be the average of the time allocated to a
given activity on the recall day and on the record day.
Time used on day one and day two were summed and then
divided by two.

This measure was used because it is

thought that two day's data provide a more accurate view
of typical time use than does one days' data (Sanik,
1979).

"Total family time" was computed by adding

together the times recorded for the eight household work
categories in the time diary.
As the hypotheses were based on the proportion of
time contributed by different family members it was
necessary to compute what proportion of the total time
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spent in a given activity was contributed by wives,
husbands, and children.

This was done in several steps as

follows:
1.

The mean minutes per day in an activity were

computed separately for the wife and the husband in the
household.
2.

The mean minutes for the wife and husband were

summed to give the total time spent in that activity by
the wife and husband .
3.

The time spent in the activity for the wife was

divided by the time spent by both the wife and husband in
the activity to determine what proportion of the whole she
had contributed.

The same procedure was used to compute

the husband's proportion.
4.

The proportions contributed by the 214 wives to

an activity were summed and then divided by 214 to yield a
mean of proportions.

The same procedure was used on

husband's data.
5.

In hypotheses where children's time was included

the same procedure was used, except the total time was
that contributed by wives, husbands and children.
Statistical Analysis
Four statistical measures were used to analyze the
data for this study:

t-test, analysis of variance

(ANOVA), Kruskal-Wallis, and correlation.

For all

analyses, the significance level was set at .05.
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The t-test is a statistical procedure used to test
the difference between the means of two groups.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to test "whether
the differences among sample means are large enough to
imply that the corresponding population means are
different" (Ott, 1977, p. 354).

It measures any

significant difference between group means and determines
where that difference lies.

Differences between the

sample means are judged statistically significant by
comparing them to the variation within the samples.
The analysis of variance test is a more powerful test
when the cell sizes are equal.

When groups are unequal it

is appropriate to use the nonparametric analogue of the
analysis of variance, the Kruskal-Wallis test.
Kruskal-Wallis is a nonparametric test based on oneway analysis of variance by ranks.

Kruskal-Wallis does

not require that normality and homogeneity of variance
assumptions be satisfied for the test to be valid.
Kennedy (1978, p. 158) assures the researcher using
Kruskal-Wallis that:
one need not be overly concerned with the loss
of power which generally results when nonparametric
substitutes are employed because this test has been
shown to possess respectable power.
Correlation is a measure of linear relationship; it
refers to the degree to which two variables move uniformly
with respect to one another (Weinburg & Schumaker, 1974).

relationships.

The correlation coefficient is a measure
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of the strength and direction of linear relationships
between variables.

Strength is measured from -1.0 to 1.0;

the closer to an absolute value of 1, the stronger the
relationship.

The direction of the relationship can be

positive or negative.

A positive relationship occurs when

either an increase or decrease in the independent variable
is accompanied by a corresponding increase or decrease in
the dependent variable.

A negative relationship occurs

when the independent and dependent variables vary in
opposite directions.
The standard deviation reported for each activity is
a measure of variability.

A small standard deviation

indicates that all respondents reported close to the same
amount of time for an activity.

A large standard

deviation indicates large differences among the times
reported.

There are usually large differences among

individuals in how they allocate time and in how it is
allocated by the same person from one day to the next.
Large standard deviations are considered normal in timeuse data, particularly when compared to those reported for
other types of survey research.
In this study, the t-test was used to analyze
hypotheses 1 and 2.

Respondents were grouped according to

their ownership of a microwave.

Mean proportions of time

allocated to food preparation were compared between
qroups.

Analys .i .s nf var.i .anr:e was usP.d f:o i'lna.l.yzP.

hypotheses 4 and 5.

Kruskal-Wallis was used to analyze
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hypotheses 3 and 6.

In hypotheses 3 and 4 respondents

were grouped according to their ownership of a dishwasher
and garbage disposal.

Mean proportions of time spent in

dishwashing were compared between and within groups.

For

hypotheses 5 and 6 respondents were grouped based on
ownership of power garden and/or yard equipment and power
shop tools.

Mean proportions of time spent in maintenance

of home, yard, car, and pets were compared between and
within groups.
7 and 8.

Correlation was used to analyze hypotheses

The independent variable was level of equipment

ownership, and the dependent variable was proportion of
total family time spent in household work by husbands and
wives and children.
Definitions
Theoretical Definitions
Allocation:

"The assigning of tasks or activities"

(Thalman, 1982, p.4).
Appliances:

"The actual machines used in performing

housework" (Bose, 1979, p.296).
Family:

"A group of two or more persons related by

blood, marriage, or adoption and residing together"
(Thalman, 1982, p. 4-5).
Household equipment:

"The actual machines used in

performing housework" (Bose, 1979, p. 296).
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Household technology:

"The products of technical

innovation which were adapted in the household" (Andrews &
Andrews , 1974 , p . 315).
Household work:

"Activities performed in individual

households that result in goods and services that enable a
family to function as a unit" (Walker & Woods, 1976, p.
1).

Non-traditional:

"Not conforming to society's

customs and practices" (Thalman, 1982, p. 5) .
Non-traditional division of household labor:

"Indoor

and outdoor household tasks not assigned primarily on the
basis of sex" (Thalman, 1982, p . 5).
Technology:

"Defined broadly as the system of tools,

skills, and knowledge needed to make or do things" (McGaw,
1982, p. 802).
Traditional:

"Conforming to society's customs and

practices" (Thalman, 1982, p. 5) .
Traditional division of household labor:

"Indoor

household tasks assigned to women and outdoor household
tasks assigned to men" (Thalman, 1982, p. 5).
Traditional female household tasks:

"Those household

tasks traditionally assigned to and performed by women"
(Osborne, 1979, p. 27).
Traditional male household tasks:

"Those household

tasks traditionally assigned to and performed by men"
(Osborne, 1979, p. 28).
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Operational Definitions
Allocation of household tasks:

"The amount of time

actually recorded in the household task categories of the
time diary" (Thalman, 1982, p. 5).
Family:

"Two-parent, two-child household"

(McCullough, 1980, p. 51).
Full-time employed:

Work outside the horne for 35 or

more hours per week on a primary job.
Household work:

Time recorded (mean minutes per day)

on the time diary in the categories of food preparation;
dishwashing; shopping; housecleaning; maintenance of horne,
yard, car, and pets; care of clothing and household
linens; construction of clothing and household linens; and
management (see Appendix A).
Non-traditional division of labor:

Men participating

in food preparation, dishwashing; women participating in
maintenance of horne, yard, car, and pets.
Part-time employed:

Work outside the horne from one

to 34 hours per week on a primary job.
Time diary:

"A log of activities that individuals

keep over a specified period, usually a full 24 hour day"
(Robinson, l977b, p. 6).
Total family time:

Time contributed by husbands,

wives, and children in the categories of food preparation;
dishwashing; shopping; housecleaning; maintenance of home,
yard, car, and pets; care of clothing and household
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linens; construction of clothing and household linens; and
management.
Traditional division of labor:

Traditional female

tasks will include food preparation and dishwashing;
traditional male tasks will include maintenance of horne,
yard, car, and pets.
Traditional female household tasks:

Food preparation

and dishwashing.
Traditional male household tasks:
horne, yard, car, and pets.

Maintenance of

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship of household appliances and the division of
labor in accomplishing household tasks in the family.
Data for this study came from "Determinants and Outcomes
of Household Time Use," which is part of the S-206
Regional Research Project.

Data from 214 two-parent, t wo-

c hild households were analyzed to determine the
relationship between ownership of household equipment a nd
time spent in three categories of household tasks by
husbands, wives, and children.

Ownership of household

equipment was determined by means of an equipment
inventory.
The ownership of appliances and their relationship to
the performance of directly associated tasks included:
1.

microwave oven and time spent in food

preparation;
2.

dishwasher and garbage disposal and time spent in

dishwashing; and
3.

power garden andjor yard equipment and power shop

tools and time spent in maintenance of home, yard, car,
and pets.
The total time spent in household work by husbands,
wives, and child.r en ;:md itE' re>l'ltifJPsl).ip to

th~

number of household appliances owned was also

total
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studied .

Demographic data that describe the sample are

reported, particularly information that might be useful in
understanding the research results.
Description of Participants

Wives ranged in age from 19 to 68; husbands from 21
to 64.

The median age for wives and husbands fell in the

31-35 category.

The mean age for wives was 34 years and

for husbands 36 years.

The husbands in the sample were

slightly older than their wives, following the typical
American pattern.

The median age for both wives and

husbands in the sample was higher than the median age in
Utah of 25.5 years in 1986 (U.S. Department of Commerce,
1987a) .

This was expected, as the sample was restricted

to husbands and wives in two-child households.
are summarized in Table 2.
Table 2 .

Ages of Wives and Husbands
Wives
Number
Percent

Under 21
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
Over 60
Total

2
35
62
32
37
24
10
10
1
1
214

.9
16 . 3
29.0
14.9
17.3
11.2
4.7
4.7
.5
.5
100.0

Husbands
Number
Percent
0
14
60
38
39
30
16
13
3
1
214

0.0
6.5
28.0
17.8
18.2
14.0
7.5
6.1
1.4
.5
100.0

The data
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Education
The educational levels of the respondents ranged from
grade school through doctoral and professional degrees.
As shown in Tables 3 and 4, husbands had, on the average,
completed more years of education than had the wives in
the sample.
The category indicated by the largest number of wives
as the highest level of education completed is "high
school diploma . "

Fifty-seven husbands had attended

college but had not graduated, the category checked by the
largest number of husbands.

Nearly 50 percent more

husbands than wives had obtained a bachelor's degree or
beyond.
In 1980, almost 20 percent of the Utah population
over the age of 25 had completed four or more years of
college (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1985).

A higher

proportion of the sample, 28 percent of women and 40
percent of men, had completed four or more years of
college than of the general Utah population (Utah
Department of Employment Security, 1985).
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Table 3.

Education of Wives
Number

Grade School 11-81
Partial High School 19-lll
High School Diploma
Vocational or Technical Training
Partial College, no degree
Associate's Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Doctorate
Professional Degree
Missing
Total
Table 4.

1
9

70
5
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Percent
•5

4.2
32.7
2.3

10

27.1
4.7

45

21.0

14

6.5

1
0
1

0.0

214

100.0

.5
.5

Education of Husbands
Number

Grade School 11-8)
Partial High School 19-lll
High School Diploma
Vocational or Technical Training
Partial College. no degree
Associate's Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Doctorate
Professional Degree
Missing
Total

Percent

1

•5

7

3.3

50
4

23.3
1.9

57

26.6

6

2.8

53

24.8

21
6

9.8
2.8

7

3.3

2

.9

214

100.0

Employment
Most of the wives in the study, 64 percent, answered
"yes" to the question, "Last week were you employed?"
With regard to employment, the proportion of employed
women in the sample was higher than in the state's general
female population.

In 1985, the U.S. Census Bureau

reported a 56.4 percent female labor-force participation
rate for Utah (U.S. Census Bureau, 1987).
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There were only nine husbands who reported they we re
not employed the previous week.

With 94.4 percent

employed, the percentage of employed men in the sample was
higher than in the state's male population.

The Bureau o f

Labor statistics estimated a labor-force participation
rate for Utah males of 80 . 7 percent in 1984 (Utah
Department of Employment Security, 1985).

Both women and

men in the sample , then, registered above state figures .
This could be related to the age range of the subjects a nd
to the requirement that there be two children present in
the household to be included in the study.

The data are

summarized in •rable 5.
Table 5 .

Employment of Wives and Husbands
Wives
Number
Percent

Employed
Not employed
Missing
Total

137

76

64.0
35.5

Husbands
Number
Percent
203

1

•5

9
2

214

100.0

214

94.4
4.2
•9

100.0

The 137 wives in the study who were employed
indicated their occupations.

The category "professional,

technical and kindred workers" was indicated as the
occupation of more of the women than any of the other
categories.

Eighty-six women reported they were full - time

homemakers, but only 79 indicated that they had not been
employed during the past week.

One explanation for this

apparent inconsistency could be that some women who
considered themselves to be full-time homemakers had

65
actually worked for pay at least a minimal number of hours
during the preceding week.
Of the 205 employed husbands, the largest percentage
in the study were in the "professional, technical and
kindred workers," category followed by "craftsmen, foremen
and kindred workers."

The data are summarized in Tables 6

and 7.
Table 6.

Occupation of Wives
Number

Service workers
34
Laborers
1
Operatives
5
Craftsmen, foremen and
kindred workers
2
Clerical
23
Sales workers
11
Manager. administrators
8
Professional. technical
and kindred workers
44
Full-time homemakers
86
Total
214
Table 7.

Percent
15.9
•5
2.3
.9

10.7
5.1
3.7

20.6
40 . 2
100.0

Occupation of Husbands
Number

Service workers
11
Laborers
11
Operatives
15
Craftsmen. foremen and
kindred workers
35
Clerical
2
Sales workers
20
Manager. administrators 31
Professional. technical
and kindred workers
74
Full-time homemakers
0
Other
15
Total
214

Percent
5.1
5.1
7.0
16.4
•9

9.4
14.5
34.6
.0
7.0
100.0
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The participants were also asked how many hours they
had worked for pay the previous week.

Most of the women

who reported working the previous week reported hours
indicating part-time as opposed to full-time work.

The

men in the study were, for the most part, working full
time (86.9 percent).

The data are summarized in Tables 8

and 9.
Women are much more likely to work part time than are
men, and a higher portion of Utah women work part time
than do women the country over.

In 1984, 30 percent of

Utah's female labor force worked part time.

Only 10

percent of Utah's men were in the same category (Utah
Department of Employment Security, 1985).
Table 8.

0
1-20
21-34
35+
Total
Table 9.

0
1-20
21-34
35+
Total

Wives' Hours of Employment
Cum.
Number
Percent
Percent
79
40
31
64
214

36.9
18.7
14.5
29.9
100.0

36.9
55.6
70.1
100.0
100.0

Husbands' Hours of EmQ1oyment
Cum.
Number
Percent
Percent
13
9
6
186
214

6.1
4.2
2.8
86.9
100 . 0

6.1
10.3
13.1
100.0
100.0
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Household Income
The respondents were asked to indicate their total
household income before taxes for the previous 12 months.
The reported incomes ranged from "under $3,000" to
"$45,000 and over."

The median income was in the $30,000-

$34,999 range (see Table 10).

In 1986, the average

household personal income in Utah was $35,580 (U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1987b).

The incomes of the

families in the sample were close to the incomes for Utah
in 1986.
Table 10.

Household Income
Number

Under $3.000
$3.000-$3.999
$4,000-$4,999
$5,000-$5,999
$6,000-$7.499
$7,500-$9 , 999
$10, 000-$11,999
$12 . 000-$14.999
$15.000-$19.999
$20.000-$24,999
$25,000-$29,999
$30,000-$34.999
$35,000-$39 , 999
$40.000-$44,999
$45 . 000 and over
Don't know, not given
Total

0
2
2
1
1
2
4
8
23
28
22
32
27
20
32
10
214

Percent
0
.9
.9
.5
.5
.9
1.9
3.7
10.7
13.1
10.3
15.0
12 . 6
9.3
15.0
4.7
100.0

Cum.
Percent

0
.9
1.8
2.3
2.8
3.7
5.6
9.3
20.0
33.1
43.4
58 . 4
71.0
80.3
95.3
100.0
100 . 0

Appliance Ownership
Of the 11 appliances considered, the average number
of appliances owned by a household is 8 with a standard
deviation of 2 (see Table 11).

About 61 percent of the

families owned 4 to 8 of the 11 appliances, less than 1
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percent owned 3 or fewer appliances and 38 percent owned 9
or more.

Almost all households owned a vacuum cleaner

{99.5%) and washing machine (98.1%), while approximately 5
percent owned a trash compactor.
Table 11.

Ownership of the 11 Appliances

No. of
appliances
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
N=214
Table 12 .
Appliance

No. of
families
0
0
1
1
12
13

28
36
41
53
26
3
X

0
0
.5
.5
5.6
6.1
13.1
16.8
19.2
24.8
12.1
1.4
S.d. = 2

Cum.
Percent
0
0
.5
.9
6.5
12.6
25.7
42.5
61.7
86.4
98.6
100 .0

Ownership of Household Appliances
Own
Do not own
N
'!;
N
%

Microwave oven
Dishwasher
Garbage disposal
Trash compactor
Washing machine
Clothes dryer
Sewing machine
Vacuum cleaner
Power gardenjyard
equipment
Personal computer
Power shop tools

*

8

% of
families

184
140
152
10
209
198
183
211

{87.2)
(68.0)
(73.4)
( 5.1)
(98.1)
(92.5)
(85.9)
(99. 5)

27
66
55
187
4
16
30
1

(12 . 8)
(32.0)
(26. 6)
(94.9)
( 1. 9)
( 7. 5)
(14.1)
(
. 5)

157
70
122

(77.7)
(36. 5)
(61. 6)

45
122
76

(22.3)
(63.5)
(38.4)

Missing data were omitted, therefore N's do not all
equal 214
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Time Use
The wives in the study spent more time than their
husbands in both food preparation and dishwashing.

The

husbands spent more time than their wives in maintenance
of home, yard, car, and pets:
minutes.

46 minutes compared to 19

The tasks in this category are considered to be

traditional male responsibilities.

(The specific

activities included in each task are listed in Appendix
C).

Thus both wives and husbands allocated their time

along traditional lines (see Table 13).
Table 13.

Mean Minutes per Day in Selected Activities
by Wives and Husbands

Activity
Food preparation
Dishwashing
Maintenance of
home, yard, car
and pets

Wives
Mean
S.D.

Husbands
Mean
S.D.

61
24

57.44
19.24

11

4

21.20
8.87

20

35.12

46

70.77

Only level-4 and -5 families were used in the
analyses of total family housework time, because they are
the families in the study from which time-use data was
gathered from two children.

This kept the number of

individuals contributing time the same in all families.
To get "total family time," the time spent by wives,
husbands, and the two children were summed.

The younger

child in each of these families was at least 6 years old
and therefore able to participate to some degree in
household work.

Table 14 reports mean minutes children in
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level-4 and -5 families spent in three categories of
selected activities.
Table 14.

Mean Minutes per Day in Selected Activities
by Children in Level-4 and -5 Families

Activity

Mean

S.D.

Food preparation
Dishwashing
Maintenance of
home, yard, car,
and pets

13 . 18
6.22

19.56
13.35

20.89

35.06

Table 15.

Mean Minutes per Day in Selected Activities by
All Family Members by Children in Level-4 and
5 Families
Age of
Younger
Child

Activity

N=85 Families
Mean
S . D.

Food preparation

6-11 years
12-17 years

95
98

95.39
94.33

Dishwashing

6-11 years
12-17 years

35
29

27.14
20.20

Maintenance of
home, yard, car,
and ets

6-11 years
12-17 years

115
80

133.30
83.47

Analysis of Hypotheses
The t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA), KruskalWallis, and correlation were used to analyze the
hypotheses.

For all statistical analyses the level of

significance was set at .05.

The groups used in the

analyses were defined on the basis of ownership of the
following appliances:

(1) microwave ovens,

(2)

dishwashers and garbage disposals, and (3) power garden
andjor yard equipment and power shop tools.

Activities
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included time spent in:

(1) food preparation; (2)

dishwashing; and (3) maintenance of home, yard, car, and
pets by husbands, wives, and children.
Some responses were omitted in the analyses when
proportions were calculated.

To calculate proportions,

the time spent in an activity by the wife or husband was
divided by the time spent by both to determine what
proportion of the whole was contributed by each.

When no

time was spent by either, a proportion could not be
calculated and the responses were, therefore, omitted .
No research could be found that relates ownership of
household appliances to the division of labor to
accomplish household tasks in the family based on timediary studies.

For this reason the findings of this study

cannot be compared with other research data.
Hypotheses
The t-test was used to determine if a s i gnificant
difference exists between households that own a microwave
and households that do not own a microwave in the
proportion of time spent in food preparation by husbands
and wives and by children (hypotheses 1 and 2).

Food

preparation is defined as "all tasks relating to the
preparation of food for meals, snacks, and future use,
including time spent setting the table and serving the
fo od."
Hypothesis 1.

In households that own a microwave, a

smaller proportion of time spent in food preparation by
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husbands and wives will be contributed by husbands than in
households that do not own a microwave.
Respondents were divided into two groups on the basis
of microwave ownership.

Data from 27 households that did

not and 179 households that did own a microwave were
analyzed.
There is no significant difference in proportion of
time spent in food preparation by husbands in households
that own a microwave and households that do not own a
microwave; therefore, the hypothesis was rejected.

Table

16 summarizes the data.
Table 16.

Ownership of a Microwave and Related Proportion
of Food Preparation Time of Husbands
Level of
Mean

s.d.

Nonowners of
a microwave

.1454

.237

Owners of a
microwave

.1641

.237

Hypothesis 2.

t-va1ue
0.38

significance

0.703

In households that own a microwave, a

smaller proportion of total family time spent in food
preparation will be contributed by children than in
households that do not own a microwave.
Children ages 6 to 17 were divided into two groups on
the basis of ownership of a microwave.

Seventy-one

households that own a microwave and 10 households that do
not own a microwave were included in the analysis.
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There is no significant difference in proportion of
total family time spent in food preparation by children in
households that own a microwave and households that d o n ot
own a mi c rowave; therefore , the hypothesis was rejected.
Table 17 summarizes the data.
Table 17.

Ownership of a Microwave and Related Proportion
of Food Preparation Time of Children in Level- 4
and -5 Families
Mean

S.d.

Nonowners of
a microwave

. 1 5 61

. 164

Owners of a
microwave

. 1462

.191

Hypothesis 3.

t-value

Level of
significance

-0 . 16

0.877

In households that own a dishwasher

and garbage disposal, a smaller proportion of time spent
dishwashing by husbands and wives will be contributed by
husbands than in households that do not own a dishwasher
and garbage disposal.
Dishwashing is defined as "washing and drying dishes,
loading and unloading dishwasher or dish-drainer,
including after-meal cleanup of table, leftovers, kitchen
equipment and refuse."
The respondents were grouped based on ownership of a
dishwasher and garbage disposal.
households that:
disposal,

The four groups included

(1) do not own a dishwasher or garbage

(2) own a

~arbage

dis9osal but no dishwashe r ,

( 3) own a dishwasher but no garbage disposal, and (4) own
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a dishwasher and garbage disposal.

To explain the

differences between the groups, Kruskal-Wallis one-way
analysis of variance was used.

The results of this test

are not significant, indicating that no measurable
difference exists between these groups and the proportion
of time spent dishwashing by husbands.

The hypothesis was

rejected {Table 18).
Table 18.

Proportion of Time Spent in Dishwashing by
Husbands by Ownership of Appliances

Appliance ownership

N

Nonowners of dishwashers and garbage
disposals

35

88.99

Owners of garbage
disposals but no
dishwashers

24

82.06

Owners of dishwashers
but no garbage
disposals

13

110.38

Owners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

109

91.30

Cases

181

Hypothesis 4.

Mean Rank

Chi-Square

Sig.

4.1391

.2468

In households that own a dishwasher

and garbage disposal, a smaller proportion of total family
time spent dishwashing will be contributed by children
than in households that do not own a dishwasher and
garbage disposal.
Hypothesis 4 was analyzed by analysis of variance
{ANOVA) , which compared the proportion of time allocated
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to dishwashing by children by four groups.

The groups

were defined based on ownership of a dishwasher and
garbage disposal (see hypothesis 3) .
ANOVA was used to measure any significant differences
between the four groups regarding the proportion of total
family time spent in dishwashing contributed by children.
There is no significant difference in the proportion of
total family time spent in dishwashing by children by the
four groups of appliances owned.

Children in the nine

families that own a dishwasher but no garbage disposal
spent no time in dishwashing.

Table 19 summarizes the

data.
The calc ulated F value for the ANOVA was 1.4000.

The

probability of that F value occurring by chance is .2501;
therefore, the hypothesis was rejected.

There is no

statistically significant difference in the proportion of
time spent in dishwashing by children by the four groups
of appliances owned (Table 20 ).
Thrall (1982), in interview data, found that in
families that own dishwashers, husbands are less likely to
help with dishes, but children's participation does not
change.
Hypothesis 5.

In households that own power garden

and/ or yard equipment and power shop tools, a smaller
proportion of time spent caring for home, yard, car, and
pP.ts by husra'1ds a.nd wives will re co'1t.ributed by Hives
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Table 19.

Proportion of Total Family Time Spent in Dishwashing by Children by OwnershiQ of AJ2Qliances
N

Mean

S.d .

12

.2331

.3082

Owners of garbage
disposals but no
dishwashers

6

. 2141

.23 7 9

Owners of dishwashers
but no garbage
disposals

9

.0000

.0000

Owners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

47

.1717

.2933

Nonowners of dishwashers and garbage
dispos a ls

Tabl e 20.

Anal ys is of Variance of Children's Proportion
of Total Family Time Spent in Dishwashing and
ownershiQ of AJ2Qliances
d . f.

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Squares

F
Ratio

Frob.

3

.3172

.1057

1.4000

.2501

Within groups

70

5.2858

.0755

TOTAL

74

5.6029

Source
Between groups

F
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than in households that do not own power garden andjor
yard equipment and power shop tools.
Maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets is defined
as:

"(1) any repair and upkeep of house, appliances, and

furnishings;

(2) daily and periodic care of outside areas;

(3) maintenance and care of family motor vehicles; and (4)
feeding and care of house pets, including trips to kennel
or veterinarian."
Hypothesis 5 was analyzed by ANOVA, which compared
proportion of time allocated to maintenance of home, yard,
car, and pets by four groups.

The groups were defined on

the basis of ownership of power garden andjor yard
equipment and power shop tools.
households that:

(1) do not own power garden andjor yard

equipment and power shop tools,
only,

The four groups include

(2) own power shop tools

(3) own power garden andjor yard equipment only, and

(4) own power garden andjor yard equipment and power shop
tools.
ANOVA was used to measure any significant differences
between the four groups regarding the proportion of time
spent in maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets by
wives.

There is no significant difference in the

proportion of time spent in maintenance of home, yard,
car, and pets by 1-1i ves by the groups of power equipment
and tool ownership.

While the difference in the

proportion of time spent in maintenance is not
significant, it is higher than expected.

Wives contribute
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25 percent of the time spent in maintenance in households
that own power tools only and over 40 percent in
households that own power equipment only.

Table 21

summarizes the data.
The calculated F value for the ANOVA was 1.1245.

The

probability of that F value occurring by chance is .3416;
therefore, the hypothesis was rejected.

There is no

statistically significant difference in the proportion of
time spent in maintenance of home, yard, car, and pets by
wives in the four groups (Table 22).
Hypothesis 6.

In households that own power garden

andjor yard equipment and power shop tools, a smaller
proportion of total family time spent caring for home,
yard, car, and pets will be contributed by children than
in households that do not own power garden and/or yard
equipment and power shop tools.
Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used
to analyze hypothesis 6.

The households were divided into

four groups based on ownership of power garden and/or yard
equipment and power shop tools (see hypothesis 5).
To explain the differences between the groups,
Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used.

The

results of this test are not significant, indicating that
no measurable difference exists between these groups and
children's proportion of time spent in maintenance of
h0m~,

yard , car, and pets (Tab le

2~).
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Table 21.

Proportion of Time Spent in Maintenance by
Wives by Ownership of Power Equipment and Tools
N

Mean

s.d.

18

.3245

.3726

Owners of power
tools only

7

.2531

.3744

Owners of power
equipment only

35

.4273

. 4113

Owners of power
equipment and tools

77

.3428

.3733

Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

Table 22.

Analysis of Variance of Wives' Proportion of
Time Spent in Maintenance and Ownership of
Power Equipment and Tools
d. f.

Sum of
squares

Mean
Squares

3

.4957

.1652

Within groups

133

19.5435

.1469

TOTAL

136

20.0392

Source
Between groups

F
Ratio

Frob.

1.1245

.3416

F
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Table 23.

Proportion of Time Spent in Maintenance by
Children by Ownership of Power Equipment and
Tools

Equipment Ownership

N

Mean Rank

Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

3

14.50

Owners of power
tools only

3

22. 17

Owners of power
equipment only

16

35.78

Owners of power
equipment and tools

39

30.99

Cases

61

Chi-Square

4.9800

Sig.

0.1733
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Hypothesis 7.

In households with higher levels of

equipment ownership, the proportion of total family time
spent in household work by husbands will decrease.
Hypothesis 7 asserted that level of equipment
ownership is negatively related to the proportion of total
family time spent in household work by husbands .

The

correlation between level of equipment ownership and
husband's proportion of total family time spent in
household work was found to be -.00486 with a significance
level of .9436, which indicates that as more equipment is
acquired husbands do not contribute a smaller proportion
of total family time in household work.

On the basis of

this finding the hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 8.

In households with higher levels of

equipment ownership, the proportion of total family time
spent in household work by children will decrease.
Hypothesis 8 stated that level of equipment ownership
is negatively related to the proportion of total family
time spent in household work by children.

The correlation

between level of equipment ownership and children's
proportion of total family time spent in household work
was found to be .04139 with a significance level of .7068.
This indicates that as more equipment is acquired children
do not contribute a smaller proportion of total family
time in household work.
hypothesis was rejected.

On the basis of this finding the
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Further Analysis
In an effort to better understand the relationship of
household appliances and the accomplishment of household
tasks in the family further analysis was done.

Although

household technology has not affected the division of
labor in families, of additional interest was whether
household technology has impacted all family members the
same or differently in accomplishing household

t~sks.

Repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to measure
any significant differences between groups on the basis of
ownership of household equipment and mean minutes of time
spent in food preparation; dishwashing; and maintenance of
home, yard, car, and pets contributed by wives, husbands,
and children.

The first analyses compared only wives and

husbands while the second analyses compared wives,
husbands, and children.

The Pearson correlation

coefficient was used to analyze level of equipment
ownership and total household work done by wives,
husbands, and children.
Wives and Husbands
Repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to
compare mean minutes of time allocated to food preparation
by wives and husbands (i.e., person) in households that
own a microwave (mic) and households that do not own a
microwave.

There is no significant difference between the

categories of microwave ownership and time spent in food
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preparation.

As was expected, there is a statistically

significant difference between wives' and husbands' mean
minutes spent in food preparation.

The two-way

interaction between microwave ownership and wives' and
husbands' mean minutes spent in food preparation is not
significant.

The difference between the mean minutes

spent in food preparation for wives and husbands is the
same for households with a microwave and households
without a microwave.

The data are summarized in Tables 24

and 25 and Figure 1.
Mean minutes of time spent in dishwashing by wives
and husbands (i.e., person) in four groups based on
ownership of a dishwasher and garbage disposal (app)
hypothesis 3) were also compared.

(see

There are no

significant differences in mean minutes spent in
dishwashing between the four categories of appliance
ownership.

Again, there is a statistically significant

difference between wives' and husbands' mean minutes spent
in dishwashing.

The two-way interaction between appliance

ownership and wives' and husbands' mean minutes spent in
dishwashing is not significant.

The difference between

the mean minutes spent in dishwashing for wives and
husbands is the same for households with and without the
appliances.

Dishwashing took the most time for wives and

husbands in the households where they owned dishwashers
but no garbage disposals.

The least time for both wives

and husbands was in families with garbage disposals but
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Table 24.

Mean Minutes Spent in Food Preparation by Wives
and Husbands by Ownershi!2 of a Microwave
N

Nonowners of a
microwave
Owners of a
microwave

Owners of a
microwave

Table 25.

s.d.

27

63.33

47.86

184

61.17

58.82

N
Nonowners of a
microwave

Wives
Mean

Husbands
Mean

S.d.

27

8.61

13.59

184

11.63

22.10

Analysis of Variance of Wives' and Husbands'
Mean Minutes Spent in Food Preparation and
OwnershiJ2 of a Microwave

Source

d. f.

Microwave
FamiliesjMic
Person
Mic X Person
Error

1
209
1
1
209

TOTAL

421

Mean
Squares
8.60
2084.72
127969.6
316.39
1680.06

F
Ratio
.00
1. 24
76.17
.19

F
Prob.
.949
.000
.665
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Figure 1.

Mean Time Spent Preparing Food by Microwave
Oven ownership: Wives vs. Husbands
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no dishwashers.

While this finding is not statistically

significant, it is interesting.

The data are summarized

in Tables 26 and 27 and Figure 2.
Repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to
compare mean minutes of time spent in maintenance of home,
yard, car,and pets by wives and husbands (i.e., person) in
households that own the four groups of power equipment and
tools (equ)

(see hypothesis 5).

There is a significant

difference between the four categories of power equipment
and tool ownership in mean minutes spent in maintenance as
well as a statistically significant difference between
wives' and husbands' mean minutes spent in maintenance.
However, the two-way interaction between ownership of
power equipment and tools and wives' and husbands' mean
minutes spent in maintenance is not significant.

Again,

the difference between the mean minutes spent in
maintenance for wives and husbands is the same for
households with and without power equipment and tools.
The data are summarized in Tables 28 and 29 and Figure 3.
Wives, Husbands, and Children
Repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to
compare mean minutes of time allocated to food preparation
by wives, husbands, and children (i.e., person) in
households that own a microwave (mic) and households that
do not own a microwave.

There is no significant

di:Zfe::ence lr. mean mlnu'.:es sper.t in fo •.:>d pl:epar.iti.:>r,
between the two categories of microwave ownership .

As was
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Table 26.

Mean Minutes Spent in Dishwashing by Wives and
Husbands by Ownershi!2 of AJ2J2liances
N

Wives
Mean

s.d.

Nonowners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

39

24.30

20.86

Owners of garbage
disposals but no
dishwashers

25

21.66

16.43

Owners of dishwashers
but no garbage disposals

16

28.75

28 . 55

123

23 . 03

17.86

Owners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

N

Husbands
Mean

s.d.

Nonowners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

39

4 . 10

10.27

Owners of garbage
disposals but no
dishwashers

25

1. 90

4.64

Owners of dishwashers
but no garbage disposals

16

8.59

12.11

123

3.58

8.45

owners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

Table 27.

Analysis of Variance of Wives' and Husbands'
Mean Minutes Spent in Dishwashing and Ownership
of ApJ2liances

Source

d.f.

Appliances
Families; !l.pp
Person
App X Person
Error

3
199
1
3
199

TOTAL

4(15

Mean
Squares
344.50
216.18
23224.87
3.41
234.04

F

Ratio

F
Frob.

1. 59

.192

.92
99.24
.01

.000
.998
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Figu re 2.

Mean Time Spent Washing Dishes by Garbage
Di sposa l a nd Dishwasher Owne rs h i p: Wives vs .
Husba nd s
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Table 28.

Mean Minutes Spent in Maintenance by Wives and
Husbands by Ownership of Power Equipment and
Tools
N

Wives
Mean

s.d.

Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

33

8.71

17.78

Owners of power
tools only

12

1. 04

2.50

Owners of power
equipment only

43

24.71

39.27

108

23.06

38.07

Husbands
Mean

s.d.

Owners of power
equipment and tools

N
Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

33

22.50

37.39

Owners of power
tools only

12

31.67

40.58

Owners of power
equipment only

43

44.48

68.75

108

55.72

79.97

Owners of power
equipment and tools

Table 29.

Analysis of Variance of Wives' and Husbands'
Mean Minutes Spent in Maintenance and Ownership
of Power Equipment and Tools

Source

d. f.

Equipment
FamiliesjEqu
Person
Equ X Person
Error

3
192
1
3
192

TOTAL

391

Mean
Squares

F
Ratio

F
Prob.

11881.4
3432.5
32084.7
1931.1
2690.8

3.46
1. 28
11.92
.72

.017
. 001
.543
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Figure 3.

Mean T i me Spent on Maintenance by Power Tool
and Equipment Ownership: Wives vs . Hu s bands
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expected , there is a statistically significant difference
between wiv es', husbands', and children's mean minutes
spent in food preparation.

The two-way interaction

between microwave ownership and wives', husbands', and
children's mean minutes spent i n food preparation was not
significant.

The differences between the mean minutes

spent in food preparation for wives, husbands, and
children is the same for households with a microwave and
without a microwave.

The data are summarized in Tables 30

and 31 and Figure 4 .
Mean minutes of time spent in dishwashing by wives,
husbands, and children (i.e., person) in the four groups
based on ownership of a dishwasher and garbage disposal
(app) were compared (see hypothesis 3).

There is no

significant difference in mean minutes spent in
dishwashing between the four categories of appliance
ownership.

There is a statistically significant

difference between the four categories of appliance
ownership and wives', husbands', and children's mean
minutes spent in dishwashing.

The two-way interaction

between appliance ownership and wives', husbands', and
children's mean minutes spent in dishwashing is also
significant, indicating that ownership of a dishwasher and
garbage. disposal has impacted wives, husbands, and
children differently in the amount of time spent in
dishwashing.

For wives in households that do not own a

dishwasher or garbage disposal mean minutes spent in
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Mean Minutes Spent in Food Preparation by
Wives, Husbands, and Children by Ownership of a
Microwave

Table 30.

N

Wives
Mean

s.d.

Nonowners of a
microwave

10

72.00

54.73

Owners of a
microwave

75

68.60

83.04

Husbands
Mean

S.d.

N
Nonowners of a
microwave

10

8.00

16.02

Owners of a
microwave

75

15.23

29.71

N

Children
Mean

S . d.

Nonowners of a
microwave

10

15.50

18.02

Owners of a
microwave

75

12.87

19.85

Table 31.

Analysis of Variance of Wives', Husbands', and
Children's Mean Minutes Spent in Food
Preparation and ownership of a Microwave

Source

d. f.

Microwave
FamiliesjMic
Person
Mic X Person
Error

1
83
2
2
166

TOTAL

254

Mean
Squares

F
Ratio

F
Prob.

4.24
3001.25
38820.01
310.30
2336.69

.00
1.28
16.61
.13

.970
.000
.876

94

dishwashing are higher .

For husbands mean minutes spent

in dishwashing are higher for those who own a dishwasher
but no garbage disposal .
different pattern.

Children showed an even

Children's mean minutes spent in

dishwashing is highest in those households that own a
garbage disposal but not a dishwasher.

The data are

summarized in Tables 32 and 33 and Figure 5.
Repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to
compare mean minutes of time spent in maintenance of home,
y ard, car, and pets by wives, husbands, and children in
four groups based on power equipment and tool ownership.
There i.s no significant difference in mean minutes spent
in maintenance between the four categories of power
equipment and tool ownership.

There is a statistically

significant difference between wives', husbands', and
children's mean minutes spent in maintenance.

Again, the

two-way interaction between ownership and wives',
husbands', and children's mean minutes spent in
maintenance is not significant, indicating the difference
between the mean minutes spent in maintenance for wives,
husbands, and children is the same for households with and
without power equipment and tools.

The data are

summarized in Tables 34 and 35 and Figure 6.
The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to
analyze level of equipment ownership and time spent in
total household work by wives, husbands, and children.
was assumed that level of equipment ownership is

It
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Table 3 2 .

Mean Minutes Spent in Dishwashing by Wives,
Husbands, and Children by Ownership of
AQQliances
N

Nonowners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

Wives
Mean

s.d.

13

17.89

12.49

7

16.29

13 . 29

Owners of dishwashers but
no garbage disposals

10

38.75

30.78

Owners of dishwashers and
garbage disposals

52

23.37

17.65

Husbands
Mean

S.d.

owners of garbage disposals
but no dishwashers

N
Nonowners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

13

1.15

4.16

7

2 . 14

5 . 67

owners of dishwashers but
no garbage disposals

10

9.75

13.25

Owners of dishwashers and
garbage disposals

52

2.21

5.83

Owners of garbage disposals
but no dishwashers

N
Nonowners of dishwashers
and garbage disposals

Children
Mean

s.d.

13

6.22

7.67

7

7.64

6.10

Owners of dishwashers but
no garbage disposals

10

3.93

.00

owners of dishwashers and
garbage disposals

52

6.54

15.95

Owners of garbage disposals
but no dishwashers
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Table 33.

Analysis of Variance of Wives', Husbands', and
Children's Mean Minutes Spent in Dishwashing
and Ownership of Appliances

Source

d . f.

Appliances
Families; App
Person
App X Person
Error

3
78
2
6
156

TOTAL

175

Mean
Squares

F
Ratio

F
Prob .

434.89
181.58
6236.20
476.32
197.49

2.40

.075

31.58
2.41

.000
.029

97

Figure 5 .

Mean Time Spent Washing Dishes by Garbage
Disposal and Dishwasher Ownership: Wives vs.
Husbands vs. Children
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Table 34 .

Mean Minutes Spent in Maintenance by Wives,
Husbands, and Children by Ownership of Power
E9J,!igment and Tools
N

Wives
Mean

Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

6

.00

.00

Owners of power
tools only

4

. 00

.00

Owners of power
equipment only

19

25.00

39.90

Owners of power
equipment and tools

50

21.90

36.01

Husbands
Mean

S.d.

N

S.d.

Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

6

24.17

34.99

Owners of power
tools only

4

46.25

30.92

Owners of power
equipment only

19

54.61

87.32

Owners of power
equipment and tools

50

63.00

87.46

N

Children
Mean

S.d.

Nonowners of power
equipment and tools

6

.00

.00

Owners of power
tools only

4

3.75

7.50

Owners of power
equipment only

19

23.55

36.16

Owners of power
equipment and tools

50

23.75

37.21
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Table 35.

Analysis of Variance of Wives', Husbands', and
Children's Mean Minutes Spent in Maintenance
and Ownership of Power Equipment and Tools

Source

d. f .

Equipment
Familiesj Equ
Person
Equ X Person
Error

3
75
2
6
150

TOTAL

236

Mean
Squares

F
Ratio

F
Prob.

5344.50
4181.65
13179.84
299.10
2608.18

1. 28

.2888

5.05

.008
.995

.11
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Figure 6.

Mean Time Spent on Maintenance by Power Tool
and Equipment Ownership: Wives vs . Husbands
vs. Children
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negatively related to the total family time spent in
household work by husbands and children and positively
related to the total family time spent in household work
by wives.

The correlation between level of equipment

ownership and total family time spent in household work
for husbands was found to be .0289 with a sigificance
level of .337, which indicates that as more equipment is
acquired husbands do not spend any less time in household
work.

The correlation between level of equipment

ownership and total family time spent in household work
for wives was found to be .0271 with a significance level
of .347.

For children the correlation is -.0177 with a

significance level of .436.

The more equipment that is

owned does not make any difference in the amount of total
family time spent in household work by wives, husbands,
and children.

CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between household appliances and the division
of labor in accomplishing household tasks in the family.
The ownership of appliances and their relationship to the
performance of directly associated tasks included:
1.

microwave oven and time spent in food

preparation;
2.

dishwasher and garbage disposal and time spent in

dishwashing; and
3.

power garden andjor yard equipment and power shop

tools and time spent in maintenance of home, yard, car,
and pets.
The t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA), and
Kruskal-Wallis test were used to analyze the differences
in proportion of time spent in the various household tasks
by wives, husbands, and children by ownership of related
household equipment.

No significant differences were

found in the proportion of time spent in food preparation,
dishwashing, and maintenance by wives, husbands, and
children in households that do and do not own the related
household equipment.
It was hypothesized that level of equipment ownership
is negatively related to the proportion of total family
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time spent in household work by husbands and children.
The correlation between level of equipment ownership and
husbands' and children's proportion of total family time
spent in household work is not significant, indicating
that as more equipment is acquired husbands and children
do not contribute a smaller proportion of total family
time in household work.
Additional analyses were performed using repeatedmeasures analysis of variance to measure any significant
differences between groups on the basis of ownership of
household equipment and mean minutes of time spent in food
preparation; dishwashing; and maintenance of home , yard ,
car, and pets by wives, husbands, and children.

There are

no significant differences between household equipment
ownership and mean minutes spent in related household
tasks, with the exception of power equipment and tools
ownership and mean minutes spent in maintenance.
As expected, there is a statistically significant
difference between wives' and husbands' and wives',
husbands', and children's mean minutes spent in food
preparation, dishwashing, and maintenance.

The two-way

interaction between household equipment ownership and
wives' and husbands' and wives', husbands', and children's
mean minutes spent in related household tasks is not
significant, with the exception of dishwashing.

The

amount of time spent in dishwashing is significantly
d1fferent for wives, husbands, and ch1ldren in housenolds
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in the four categories of ownership.

Level of equipment

ownership does not make any difference in the amount of
time spent in total household work by wives, husbands, and
children.
Implications
Although no statistically significant findings
emerged from the study, several implications can be
suggested.
The availability of modern household equipment has
increased the range of choices families have for
accomplishing household tasks.

Individual households have

the choice of whether or not to purchase particular
equipment and also whether or not to change their division
of labor if they do acquire it.

The relationship between

possession of household equipment and household work is
not as simple or as straightforward as is often assumed.
It is not the case that wives, husbands, and children in
families with more equipment spend less time doing
household work, nor that the proportion of time
contributed by family members changes when new equipment
is added to the household.
Technological change can have unanticipated
consequences and in the long run is often associated with
dramatic social change.

On a small scale and in the short

run the impact of technological change is very likely to
be conservative, facilitating adherence to existing values
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and patterns.

The results presented here suggest that

household equipment has not challenged the maintenance of
established family housework patterns.
The time diary is an important technique in the study
of family housework patterns.

To the author it is a more

valid measure than a questionnaire of what actually
occurs .

Account is made of the frequency and duration of

actual activities as opposed to a record of more abstract
thoughts or feelings.
types of reporting.

There are pros and cons to both
The results reported here do not

support the findings of others with regard to household
technology and the division of labor in the family,
suggesting that the results vary according to the
methodology used by the researcher.

Time-diary research

accounts for what individuals actually .do rather than what
they perceive and feel; both are reflections of life as it
is experienced.
The participation of men and women in household tasks
has changed little over time.

Women still contribute the

largest amount of time in household work and the largest
proportion.

Husbands and children contribute very little

time to food preparation and dishwashing in comparison to
that contributed by wives.
Limitations
There are several limitations in the current study
that restrict the conclusions that can be drawn.
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1.

Since the time diary was divided into categories

of time use, the respondents were forced to make their
activities fit the categories given.

The categories are

broad and may contain activities for which an appliance is
not used.
2.

only primary, not secondary, time was considered

in this study, and that may limit the accuracy of the time
reported as being spent on household tasks, particularly
food preparation.
3.

The families studied are all two-parent, two-

child families and are not representative of Utah
families.
4.

Results are reported in mean minutes per day,

which could give an impression of precision beyond what
should be attributed to the data.
5.

Research may have been biased by asking the

homemaker to report information about the husband and
children.

However, wives were asked to check the accuracy

of the time data with their husbands and children.
6.

Time use was recorded for only two days .

Activities done infrequently are often underreported.
This has less impact on food preparation and dishwashing
than on maintenance.

Those activities that are done

infrequently or are seasonal, such as maintenance of home
and yard, may not be accurately reflected.

Collecting the

data year round helps compensate for this limitation.

The

day of the week on which the data are collected also needs
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to be taken into account, particularly with the proportion
of employed women and children in school in the sample .
Recommendations
Based on the findings of the current study, the
following recommendations are made.
1.

Similar studies should be conducted that combine

time-diary research with questionnaire data.

This would

allow the researcher to have an account of how time is
allocated and also some understanding of how respondents
feel about household technology and its impact on the
division of labor within their families.
2.

A study using longitudinal data to examine what

changes occur when families acquire new household
technology would also be useful.

Analyses using cross-

sectional data do not tell us what happens within
particular households when new technology is added; it
simply allows a comparison of households with and without
the technology.
3.

Additional research should be conducted in

households of varying sizes.

This is particularly

important in Utah, where average household size is ranked
highest in the

u.s.

There is always the supposition that new technology
is going to dramatically change the way families live.
Home computers currently are receiving much attention.
tllis study the saturation r ·a\:e of nome comp1.1ters was

In
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fairly low, but it would be interesting to see the changes
that occur in families as they acquire this technology.
This would be true not only for home computers but also
for other technologies as they are introduced into homes.
New household technology has not had the drastic
effect on patterns of household work as often assumed.
Changes are often moderated by what is acceptable to
individuals and families.

cowan (1983) believes that

technological systems that might truly eliminate the labor
of housewives could be built, but such systems would
eliminate the single-family horne as well, a result most
Americans are unwilling to accept.
Cowan wrote that
when choices were available, . . . the majority
of people . . . chose to preserve . . . those
activities that they deemed crucial to the creation
and maintenance of family life. When given choices,
. . . most Americans act so as to preserve family
life and family autonomy. The single-family horne and
the private ownership of tools are social
institutions that act to preserve and enhance the
privacy and autonomy of families.
(pp. 149, 150)

Table 36 .

Summary of Hypoth eses
Stat istical
Treatment

Findings

In households that own a microwave,
a s maller proportion of time spent
in food preparation by husband s and
wives will be contributed by husbands
than in h o useholds th a t do not own a
microwave .

t-te s t

Rejected

In households that own a microwave,
a smaller proportion of total famil y
time s pent in food pre paration will
be contr ibuted by children than in
households that do not own a
microwave.

t-t est

In hous e holds that own a dishwasher
and garbage disposal, a smaller
proportion of time spent dishwashing
by husbands and wives will be
contributed by husband s than in
households that do not own a
dishwasher and garbage disposal.

Kruskal-Walli s

Hypothes i s

1.

2.

3.

sig.

@

.703

Rejected
sig. @
.877

Rejected

x 2 =4 . 1391
sig.

@

.2468

Table 36 continues

'"
0

\0

Statistical
Treatment

Hypothesis

Finding s

4.

In households that own a dishwasher
and garbage disposal, a smal ler
proportion of total family time spent
dishwash ing will be co ntributed by
children than in households that do
not own a dishwasher and garbage
disposal.

ANOVA

Reject ed
F=l.4000
sig. @
.2501

5.

In households that own power garden
andjor yard equipment a nd power s hop
tools , a s maller proportion of time
s pent ca r i ng for home, yard, car, and
pets by husbands and wives will be
contribu ted by wives than in hou seholds
that do not own power garden andjor
yard equipment and power s hop tool s.

ANOVA

Rejected
F=l.l24 5
sig. @
.34 1 6

6.

In households that own power garden
and/or yard equipment and power s hop
tools, a smaller proportion of total
family time spent caring for home,
yard, car, a nd pets will be contributed
by chi ldre n than in households that do
not own power garden a ndj or yard
equ i pmen t and power shop tool s .

Kruskal-Wallis

Rejected
x2=4 . 9800
sig . @
.1733

Table 36 cont inues

>-'
>-'
0

Statistical
Treatme nt

Finding s

In hou seholds with higher levels of
equi pm e nt ownership, the proportion of
total family time spent in household
work by husbands will decrease.

Correlation

Reject ed

In households with highe r levels of
equipment ownership, the proportion of
total family time s pent in hou sehold
work by chi ldren will decrease.

Correlation

Hypothesis

7.

8.

r = -. 00486

s ig.

@

.9436

Rejected
r=.04139

sig.

@

. 7068

.....
.....
.....

11 2
REFERENCES
Ad a ms , B. N.

(1973) .

The American family.

Chicago:

Markham.
Andrews , W. D. & Andrews, D. C.

(1974).

Technology and

the housewife in nineteenth-century America.
Women's Studies, £, 309-328.
Arnquist, I. F. & Roberts, E. H.

(1929).

The present use

of work time of farm homemakers (Agricultural
Experiment Station Bulletin No. 234) .

Pullman:

Washington State College.
Bechtel , R. , Achepohl, C., & Akers, R.

(1972).

Correlates between observed behavior and questionnaire
responses on television viewing.

In E. A. Rubinstein,

G. A. comstock, & J.P. Murray (Eds.), Television in
day-to-day life:

Patterns and use.

Washington, D.C.:

Government Printing Office.
Berk, S. F.

{1976).

The division of household labor:

Patterns and determinants (Doctoral dissertation,
Northwestern University, 1976).

Dissertation

Abstracts International, 12, 7348A.

(University

Microfilms No. 77-10,003, 411).
Berry, L. L.

{1979).

The time-buying consumer.

Journal

of Retailing, 55(4), 58-69.
Blood, R. 0. & Wolfe, D. M.
New York:

The Free Press.

(1960).

Husbands and wives.

113

Bose, c.

(1979).

Technology and changes in the division

of labor in the American home.
International Quarterly,

~,

Women's studies

295-304.

Bose, C., Bereano, P. L. & Malloy, M.

(1984).

Household

technology and the social construction of housework.
Society for the History of Technology, 53-82.
Bott, E.

(1971).

Family and social network.

New York:

The Free Press.
Boulding, K. E.

(1972).

The household as Achilles' heel.

The Journal of consumer Affairs, §(2), 110-119.
Centers, R., Raven, B. H. & Rodrigues, A.
Conjugal power structure:

(1971).
b~~i£9B

A re-examination.

Sociological Review, 1§, 264-278.
Chapin, S.

(1974).

Human activity patterns:

people do in time and space.
Cogle, F. & Tasker , G.

New York:

(1982).

Things

John Wiley.

Children and housework.

Family Relations, 31, 395-399.
Cogle, F., Tasker, G., & Morton, D.
time use in household work.

(1982).

Adolescent

Adolescence, 17(66),

451-455.
Cowan, R. S.

(1974).

social change:
wife.

A case study of technology and

The washing machine and the working

In M. Hartmann & L. Banner (Eds.), Clio's

Consciousness Raised:

New Perspectives on the

History of Women (pp. 245-253).
and Row.

New York :

Harper

v

114
Cowan, R. S.
home:

(1976a).

The "Industrial Revolution" in the

Household technology and social change in the

20th century.
Cowan, R. S.

Technology and Culture, 17(1), 1-23.

(1976b).

Two washes in the morning, and

a bridge party at night:
between the wars.
Cowan, R. S.

The American housewife

Women's Studies,

(1983).

~.

147-72.

More work for mother.

New York:

Basic Books, Inc.
Ehrenreich, B. & English, D.
housework.
Giedion, S.

(1975).

The manufacture of

Socialist Revolution, 26, 5-40.
(1948).

Mechanization takes command:

contribution to anonymous history.

New York:

A

W. W.

Norton and Company, Inc.
Gilman,

c.

P.

(1966).

Women and economics.

New York:

Harper and Row.
Hall, F. T.

&

Schroeder, M. P.

household tasks.

(1970).

Time spent on

Journal of Home Economics, 62(1),

23-29.
Hartmann, H.

( 1974).

home, 1900-1930.

Capitalism and women's work in the
Unpublished doctoral dissertation,

Yale University.
Holmstrom, L. L.

(1972).

The two career family.

Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Juster, T.

(1985).

General Learning Press .

The validity and quality of time

use estimates obtained from recall diaries.
Juster & F. Stafford (Eds.), Time. goods. and

In T.

Y

115
well-being (pp. 63-91).

Ann Arbor:

Institute for

Social Research, University of Michigan .
Juster, T. & Stafford, F.
and well-being.

(Eds.).

Ann Arbor:

(1985).

Time, goods,

Institute for Social

Research, University of Michigan.
Kennedy, J. J.

(1978).

An introduction to the design

and analysis of experiments in education and
psychology.

Washington, D.C.:

University Press.

Lawrence, F. c., Tasker, G. E., & Babcock, D. K.

(1983).

Time spent in housework by urban adolescents.

Home

Economics Research Journal, 12(2), 199-205.
Linder, s.

(1970).

The harried leisure class .

New York:

Columbia University Press.
Lopata, H. Z.

(1971).

Occupation:

Housewife .

New York:

Oxford University Press.
Lovingood, R. P. & McCullough, J. L.
ownership and household work time.

(1986).

Appliance

Home Economics

Research Journal, 14(3), 326-335.
Lynch, M.

(1975).

of children.
McCullough, J. L.

Sex role stereotypes:

Household work

Human Ecology Forum, 2, 22-26.
(1980).

Contributions to household

tasks by Utah husbands and wives (Doctoral
dissertation, Michigan State University, 1980).
McCullough, J. L.

(1981).

(Research Report 57).

Time use in Utah families
Logan, Utah:

Experiment Station , USU Logan.

Utah Agricultural

11 6

McGaw, J. A.

(1982).

technology .

Women and the history of American

Signs:

Journal of Women in culture and

Society, 2(4), 798-828.
Morgan, J. N., Sirageldin, I. A. & Baerwaldt, N.
Productive Americans .
Monograph 43).

( 1966).

(Survey Research Center

Ann Arbor:

Institute for Social

Research, The University of Michigan.
Nickols, S. Y.

(1976).

The dynamics of family time

allocation to productive activity (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Missouri, 1976).
Dissertation Abstracts International, 22, 4420B-4421B.
(University Mi crofilms No. 77-5635, 234).
Nickols, s . Y. & Metzen, E. J.

(1978).

Housework time of

Home Economics Research Journal, 2,

husbands and wife.
85-97 .
Nimkoff , M. F.

( 1950).

family life?

What do modern inventions do to

Annals of the American Academy of

v/

Political and Social Science, 272, 53-58.
Nye, F. I.
family.
Oakley, A.

(1976).

Role structure and analysis of the

Beverly Hills:
(1974).

and present.

Sage.

Woman's work:

New York:

Pantheon Books.

Ogburn, W. F. & Nimkoff, M. F.
the changing family.

The housewife. past

(1955).

Technology and

Cambridge, Massachusetts:

Houghton Mifflin.
O'Neill, B. M.

(1978) .

c~ild~en

h~usehold

in

Time-use patterns of school-age
tasks:

A couparisun uf i 961-6U

v

117

and 1977 data.

Unpublished master's thesis, Cornell

University.
O'Neill, B. M.

(1979).

Children sharing household work.

Human Ecology, 10, 18-21.
Oppenheimer, V. K.

(1970).

the United States.

The female labor force in

Berkeley:

Institute of

International Studies, University of California.
Osborne, L. L.

(1979).

Contributions to household work

by children in two-parent/two-child families in Utah.
Unpublished master's thesis, Utah State University.
Ott, L.

(1977).

An introduction to statistical methods

and date analysis.

North Scituate, Massachusetts:

Duxbury Press.
Ravenhill, A.

(n.d.) .

household.
Ravetz, A.

Labor-saving devices in the

Logan, Utah:

(1965).

occupation:

Utah Agricultural College.

v'

Modern technology and an ancient

Housework in present day society.

\

Technology and Culture, 2, 256-260.
Reese, M. J.

(1924).

Farm home conveniences (Farmers'

Bulletin 927, United states Department of Agriculture) .
Washington, D.C.:
Richardson, J. E.

u.s. Government Printing Office.

(1933).

The use of time by rural

homemakers in Montana (Bulletin No. 271).

Bozeman:

Montana State Agricultural Experiment Station.
Robinson, J. P.
time:

(1977a).

Changes in American's use of

1965-75. a progress report.

Cleveland:

\...--/

118
Communication Research Center, Cleveland State
University.
Ro binson , J . P.

(1977b).

How Americans use time:

A

social-psychological analysis of everyday behavior.
New York:

Praeger.

Robinson, J . P.

(1980).

household work.

Housework technology and

Ins. F. Berk (Ed.), Women and

Household Labor.

Sage Yearbooks in Women's Policy

Studies. Vol. 5,

(pp. 53-68).

Beverly Hills:

Sage

Publications, Inc.
Robinson, J. P.

(1986 ) .

The validity and reliability of

diaries versus alternative time use measures.

In T.

Juster & F. Stafford (Eds.), Time. goods. and wellbeing (pp . 33-62).

Ann Arbor:

Institute for Social

Research, University of Michigan.
Robinson, J. P.

(1988).

Time-diary evidence about the

social psychology of everyday life.

In J. E. McGrath

(Ed.), The social psychology of time, new perspectives
(pp. 134-148).

Newbury Park, California:

Sage

Publications.
Robinson, J. P. & Converse, P.

(1972).

as reflected in the use of time.

Social change

In A. Campbell &

P. Converse (Eds.), The human meaning of social change.
New York:
Sanik, M. M.

Russell Sage Foundation.
(1979).

A twofo ld comparison of time spent

in household work in two-parent, two-child households:
Urban New York state in 1967-68 and 1977; urban-rural

119

New York--Oregon in 1977 (Doctoral dissertation,
Cornell Uriversity , 1979).

Dissertation Abstracts

Internatimal, 1.2_, 5334B-5335B.

(University Microfilms

No. 74-37 41, 216)
Sanik, M. M.

{1981).

Division of household work:

decade corrparison--1967-1977.

A

Home Economics Research

Journal, 10, 175-180.
Sanik, M. M. & O'Neill, B. M.
family work?

(1982).

Who does the

Journal of Extension , 20, 15-20.

Schlater, J. D.

(1976).

core components.

The management process and its

Journal of Home Economics, 59(2),

93-98.
Scott, J. W.

(1982).

The mechanization of women's work.

Scientific American, 247, (3), 167-187.
Strasser , S .

(1982).

housework.
Strasser,

s.

Never done:

New York:
~.

A history of American

Pantheon Books.

(1980).

An enlarged human existence?

Technology and household work in nineteenth-century
America.

rn

s.

F. Berk (Ed.), Women and Household

Labor.

Sa]e Yearbooks in Women's Policy Studies,

Vol. 5,

(P?· 29-51).

Beverly Hills:

Sage

Publicatio1s, Inc.
Szalai, A.

(Ed.).

(1972).

The use of time:

Daily

activities of urban a.nd sub-urban populations in
twelve cou1tries.
Szalai, A.

( L975).

cor.tenp-.na~y

The Hague, Paris:

Mouton.

The situation of women in light of

time-budget research.

.?ap,:r·

~Jre.>€< n

t€<d c:.t

120
World Conference of the International Women Years,
Mexico City.
Tengel , M. P.

(1964) .

Teenage production--income,

earnings. and work experience in South Euclid-Lyndhurst. Ohio.

Unpublished master's thesis, Cornell

University.
Thalman, G.

w.

(1982).

of 149 husbands.

Religious activity and time use

Unpublished master's thesis, Utah

State University.
Thrall, C. A.

(1982).

The conservative use of modern

household technology.

Technology and Culture, £1, 175-

194.
Tomeh, A. K.

(1978).

Sex-role orientation:

of structural and attitudinal predictors.

An analysis
Journal of

Marriage and the Family, 40, 341-354 .
U. s . Bureau of the Census.

(1985).

abstracts of the United states:
D.C.:

Statistical
1986.

Washington,

u.s. Government Printing Office.

u. s. Bureau of the Census.

(1987).

1987 statistical

abstract of the United States, p. 377.
u. s. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
(1987a).

Data user news, 22, (12), 8.

U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
(1987b).

State population and household estimates,

with age, sex, and components of change:
Series P-25, No. 1010.
G0v ec~rn~nt

Washington, D.C.:

~rl~tlng Gffic~.

1981-86,
U. S.

121
Utah Department of Employment Security.
at work:

Women in the Utah labor force.

City, Utah:
Vanek, J.

(1985).

Hard

Salt Lake

Labor Market Information Services.

(1973).

Keeping busy:

Time spent in

housework, United States, 1920-1970 (Doctoral
dissertation, University of Michigan, 1973).
Dissertation Abstracts International, 2!, 5345A.
(University Microfilms No. 74-3741, 216)
Vanek, J.

(1974).

Time spent in housework.

Scientific

American, 231(5), 116-120.
Walker, K. E.

(1969).

Homemaking still takes time.

Journal of Home Economics, .§J. , 621-624.
Walker, K. E.

(1979).

Time management and the value of

nonmarket household production.

Paper presented at

AHEA Pre-Convention Workshop, Family Economics - Home
Management Section, St. Louis, Missouri, June 21-23.
Walker, K. E. & Woods, M. E.

(1976).

Time use:

A

measure of household production of family goods and
services.

Washington, D.C.:

Center for the Family of

the American Home Economics Association.
Weinburg, G. H. & Schumaker, J. A.
An introduction approach.

(1974).

Statistics:

Monterey, California:

Brooks/Cole.
Wheeler,

c.

L. & Arvey, R. D.

(1981).

household labor in the family.
Research Journal, 10(1), 10-20.

Division of

Home Economics

1 22
Widtsoe, L. D.

(1912).

Labor saving devices for the

farm home (Utah Agricultural College Experiment
Station, Circular No. 6, Extension Division).
Utah:

v

Lehi,

Lehi Publishing Company.

Wi lkening, E. A. & Bharadwaj, L . K.

(1967).

Dimensions

of aspirations, work roles and decision-making of farm
husbands and wives in Wisconsin.

Journal of Marriage

and the Family, 29, 703-711.
Wilson, M.

(1929).

Use of time by Oregon farm

homemakers (Oregon State Agricultural Experiment
Station, Bulletin No. 256).

Corvallis:

Oregon State

Agricultural Experiment Station.
Wright, G.

(1975).

Sweet and clean:

landscape in the progressive era.
43 .

The domestic
Landscape, 20, 38-

/

123

APPENDICES

1 24

Appendix A
Time-Use Diary

125

1 26

Appendix B
In f ormation Questionnaire

127

HO USIN G AND HOuS EHOLD
1.

_ _ 0 \offi or buying

.: .

EQUIPHE~T

Do y ou own o r rent your home ?
Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Rent

ls yo ur household primarily responsible for care of the yard?
Yes
--No

IF YES, what is the approximate size of thP. lot that you take care of?
Don't Know (DK)
3.

How many rooms are in y our home?

4.

Hou many full bach rooms do y ou have? - -- - -

(DO NOT COUNT BATHROOMS OR HALLS)

5.

Hou many partial bathrooms do you have?

6.

\Jhat is the main sou ret> of heat for your home?

Electric

Oil

Gas

__ Coal

7.

What is the main source of heat for coo ki0g?

8.

How many vehicles do you have that are used fo r
your household?

Electric

Oil

Gas

__ coal

Other

Wood

Oth er

DK

transportation by members of

_5

_3
9.

Wood

)+

How many drivers are in your household?
7+

10 .

Do you have any ho use hold pets?
_ _ Yes

11 .

Is yo ur

No
refri~ erat o r /freezer

a:

Manual de frost
- - P a rtial automatic d efr ost (must def rost freezing compartment )
- - F u l l automatic (no frost)
--DK

12 .

Do you have a s e par a t e freezer?
_ _ Yes

No
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13 .

If you ovn

J.

separate freezP.r, is it a:

defrost
--Frost-free
--DK
Mar'lu~ l

14 .

If you havP.: a convPntio nal oven , is it:
Continuous cleaning
- -Self - cleanin g
--Neither
- -DK

15 .

In your home
do you have a:

IF YES , ho w many times •..:as it used d uri ng:
YES

Hic rowave oven? . .... . .. . .. ..

Dishuasher? .. ...
Garbage disposal? .... . • . • . . .

Trash compac t o r ? .... ... . . . . .
l~ashing

machine? .....•. •• . •.

Clothes dryer? .

Sewing machir.P.? ...... , .. ... .
V2cu um cleaner? .......... .

Power garden and/o r yard
equipment?... .. .
. ..... . , ..
PP.r son<tl comp ute:- 7 .
Power shop tools? .... .• .. . . .

rE>call dav

re cord d a y

past 7 days
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Household Production
1.

2.

Please list the meals p repan~: d or assembled to be eaten at home or t o be eaten
atJay from hooe, such as a sack lunch; note the number of ii"Idividuals wh o ate
each one
Recall Cav
Heal

Number who ate the meal

Record dav
Neal

Number who ate t h e meal

Please list the meals eaten away from home, where the meal was eaten and che
numbe r of hous ehold memb ers who ace che meal.

~leal

Locacion

Number of
household members
who ace che meal
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~ecord

Day

l1ea!

3.

~umber of
household meClbP.rs
who ate the :r:eal

Locatio n

Ple.:1se list the take-out foods such as pizza, hamburgers, or fried chicken
purchased and brought home to be eaten as a meal or as part of a meal.
Record Day

4.

How t'.ar:y times were the following done by a household member for your family?
rP.call day
Shoppir.g for items or servic e s? ..... . .. .

o:

the items or services, how manv
cost over $100...............
.

Special housecleaning? .. ... , .... . .
Painting, redecorating? .....•.•.•.
Inside ho usehold repairs ? .. .. ... .
Repairing Rpplianc E>s ? .... . ... . . .. . •... • ...
Repr.iring an a utomobi !P.(s) ...

record dav

past 7 days
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\..'orkinp, in the yard, garden, including
harvesting? ..
t~orking on other outside are"'s of the
house or property? .

5.

How many times did any household membP.r(s)

chauffe ur another household member?

recall dai:

record dav

past 7 davs

To and/or from doctor, dentist or barber?
To and /or from paid work? . . . . . . . .
To and/or from school or classes? .
To and/or from a social function? .. ..• . . . ,
To and/or from an organization,
including church? ........• . • ... . .. ... , ..•.
To and/or froo an educational or
athletic activity? . . . . . . . . . . . .

To and/or from a score? . .... , . . •... .. ... . .

6.

Did ~ou or any family member have someone from ou tside the household do an y of
the follo\Jing:

yes
Take care of your children - -in
your home? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .
Take care of your children--in
someone else's home? . . . . . . . . ... .... .
Take care of you r children--in
day carP. cent er? ... ..... . ......... . .
Take care of oth er household
member(s) ... . ..... . . ... • . . ... ..•.. ..
Do housP:cleaning? ..... . .. , ... . •. , .•.
Do la\JTl or yard work? ... .... •..• • ...
Do pain tin g, redecorati!"'g? ...... ... .
Service appJ.iances? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •..
1-.'ork on your motor vehicles? ....... .

recall day
no
approx.
time

yes

record day
no
appr ox .
t irnP:
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Questi o n 6, con tinued
)'eS

Do house t::.aincenance? ..... •. .

recall dav.
no
appro}:.
time

yes

record dav
no
approx.
time

o •••••

Other SP.rvices? ... . .... . .. ... . .•...

i.

1

.-i'ere any of che follm.ling done by someone in your household?

recall day
Yes
No
Canning, pickling, making jams &
j ellies?.
.. ............ ..
FrP.ezing food? .. ... . . . . • ...•.. .. .... . . . .
Preparing food for another day? .....•.•.
Shopping for food?., . .. . . .• . . .... . •.

o • • •

record day
No

Yes

Number of
t .imP.s in
past 7 davs
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Household Hembers' Employment
Hor.temaker
I .

\.~'hat

completed ?

2.

Spouse

was the highest gr<'l.de in school you
(IF DEGREE HENTIONED NOTE) ..•.

Last wP.ek were you employed? ... . . .. .. .. . . .•.... ..

no

- yes

_no

.. . .. . . . .. . • .•.•. . _yes

no

-

yes

no

For pay, hut not at work ,
example, illness or vacation? . .... , . . . . , .... _yes

no

- yes

Without pay, exar!iple , family
farm or business? . .. . ... . .. .. . . . . ... . . . .. , .. _yes

no

IF NO, go to question 17.
3.

4.

IF YES, was this for pay?.

-

no

yes

- no

_ yes

no

-

If employed, what kind of work did you do?
(IF MORE THAN 1 JOB, ANSWER FOLLOWING QUESTIONS
ABOUT THE FIRST OR PRIMARY JOB) ... . . . .• . ....•.

5.

l'hat kind of industry or business were
you employed in? . . . . ...... ... ....... . .... . . , - - - - - -

6.

How many hours did you work for pay
last week? ...... . .. ..... , ... .. . . . . . . . ......•

7.

t,!hat is the usual number of hours you
uork for pay a '.Jeek? ......... . .. . . . . . ... .. . .

8.

Are you:
An hourly y.•a~e earner? .. .
SRla r ied? .. ..... . . . . .
On commission? ..... ... .. .... . ...•......•. .• .
Self-employe d? . .. .. . • . .. . . . .•.•.•. • . .
Othe r ? ....... . . . .. .. ...... . ... . . .. .• . .. . . . ..

9.
10.

If hourly, what is your hourly wage ra t e? .. . S_ __ __

Did you have more than one paid job las t week? ... _y e s
IF NO, go to question 17 .
11 .

IF YES, vhac kind of work was t his? ........ .

12 .

What busines.;: or industry was it in? . . . . . .. .

13 .

Hov many hours did you work for pay las t
week
this job?..
. . , ... . .. .

14 .

1-.!hac is the usual number of hours yo u work
for pay per wf'E>k on this job? . .. ...... .. .... - -

no

----
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Homemaker
15 .

F0r this second job are you:
An hourly wage earner? ...... ... . .• . • .• • . •. •• - -- -- Salaried? ,.,,,,,.,.
On commission? .
. .... ........ ...... ..
Self- emp loy ed ? .... .
.
Other? ......... .

____
______

·········· ··· · ···· ·· - - - - ... .. .. . . .....

16.

IF HOURLY, what is your hourly
your second job? ..

~·age

for

li .

If you uorked uithout pay in family
b u sin es s or farm, how manv hou rs
did you work last week ? . .
.. .... ... ..... .

113 .

How many of your childr en 12 yea rs of age and older worked for pay last '~'eek ?
IF NONE go to qu estion 23 . IF YES, C':omplece questions 19 thr ough 22 .
CHILD

19 .

\~l'lat

CC!LD II

is the age of the child(re n )? .......... .

\o.rt\at is th e sex of thP child(r eu) ? ....•.•.... •

23 .

20.

\..fhat ki nd of work did he/she do?. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

21.

Ho w many hours d id he/she wo rk last week?.

22 .

Approxima tel y how much did he/ she earn
lase week?.... .. ..
. .. . .. .. .. .

.s ______

\!hich ca t egory on this C<lrd rep resents the total inc ome before taxes for vour
household in the past twe lve monr:hs? This includes wages and salaries , :1et
income from business or farm, pension s, dividends, interest, rent, Social
SP.curity payments and an y other money received by memb ers of your household?
A

B

_ Q

C

OK

JKL~IN

0
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Household Co ndi t i ons
1.

Were ther e u nusual ueather condi t ion s t hat affected
hous eh ol d memb ers' time use ?
on recall day __________________________

on record day __________________________

2.

\~' ere there an y tm usua l physica l c onditions
o r situations re ga r ding your residence that
a ffected household members' time use ? These
Y"Ould i nc l u de both the house an d care .
on recall day __________________________

o n record day __________________________

3.

Were there any unusual activitie s of your
family or housel-tolci members that affP.cted
household members' time us e?
on recall day __________________________

on record day----------------~--------

4.

Are there any sp ec ial situations i n your home,
fo r example:
handicapped or c h r o nic a lly ill
family members, that affected ho usehold members'
time use ?

S.

Are there special ways your househol d members "save" time on household activities?
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The following scate~e;,ts havt> to do with how you mana,gP.
do each of the f("lllowing, using this scalP..

Please rate how often :'ou

~
~

~

0

>
0

z
1.

Decide upon the things I 'W'ant to get or accomplish.

2.

Nrtke a definite decision about t hings .

3.

Balance use of energy, time, money, and help
from othf'.rs to get the greatest benefit.

4.

Develop plans that can be used over and over
for doing certc:in things.

5.

Decide how to put oy time to best use.

6.

Consider the influence of one decision on
other decisions that TJill have to be made.

7.

Develop plans for doing or getting what is
wanted .

8,

Use resulcs from previous experiences when
making decisions and planning,

9.

Tak e action on plans that have been made.

10.

Get work donP. in a reasonable amount of time.

11.

Balance what is wanted now with what is
wanted in the future.

12.

Talk with other family members about goals
and the plans for accomplishing them.

13 .

Usually finish things once you start thern.

~
~

0

,

...."
~

c

cr

"

~

g

B "
~

c

·c

u

"

0

0
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.ne follovipg questions cor-.sider your feelings about your life in general.
::espond to th e next four questions using this scale.
Responses :-ange from:

. .
.,
"0

Please

~
~::

.
.
! i
.. . . . ..
~
~

~

-o

~

~

~

~
~

"

~

~

-o

~

"
;;.
"

-o

"0

~

~

]

~
~

~

"0

~

·~

~

~

~

~

~

_,
"

~

~

~

0.

•

0

u

l .

First, how ,!:atisfied are you with your use of time?
How satisfied are you with your progress toward
improving y our life as a uhole?

3.

Using that same scale, hoY satisfied are you with
your life as a whole?

.... .

Finally, how satisfied are you with the extent to
which you control your life?

E
0

"'

""

~

c

~
~

z

~

~

~E

a

~

0.

E
0

u
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Appendix
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Dictionary of Activities
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Us e-of-Time Research Projec t
Definitio n of Activities of Household Members

FOOD PREPARATIO'
All tasks re l ating to the prepa ration of fo od for meals, snacks, and
future use .
Include time spent s etting the table and serving the foo d .

DISHWASHING
In addi tion to washing and drying dishes, loading and unloading
dishwasher or dish drainer.
Include after-meal cleanup of table, leftovers, kitc hen equipment
and refuse.

SHOPP ING
All activities related to shopping fo r food, supplies, equipment,
furnishings, clothing, durables, and services, whether or no t a pur cha se
was made (by telephone, by mail, at home, or at the store ).
Als o include :

Comparison shopping
Putting purchases away
Getting or sending of mail and packages
Hiring of servi ces (cleaning, repair, maintenance,
o ther )

HOUSECLEANING
Any rP.gu lar or peri od ic cl eaning of house and appliances, including such
tasks as:
Mopping , vacuuming, sweeping , dusting, waxing
Washing windows or walls
Cleaning the oven; defrosting and cleaning the refrigerat o r or
freez er
Making beds and putting rooms in order
~~INTENANCE

OF HOME, YARD, CAR, AND PETS

Any repair and upkeep of home, appliances, and furnishings such as
Painting, papering, redecorating, carpentry
Repairing equipment, plumbing, furniture
Putting up storm windows or screens
Taking out garbage and trash
Care of houseplants, flower arranging
Daily and periodic care of outside areas such as:
Yard, garden (If activity is primarily recreation rather than goal
motivated. include time under rP.creation category .)
Sidewa lks, driveways, patios , outside porches
Garage, tool shed , o ther outside areas
Swirnning pool
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~~INTENA,C E

OF HOME, YARD , CAR , AND PETS (Con tinued )

Mainten ance a n d care of f2mily mo t or vehicles ( car, truck, van,
mo t o r cycle, snowmobile, boat )
Washing , waxing
Changing oil, rotating tires and o ther maintenance and repair work
Taking motor vehicle to service station, garage, or car wash
Feeding and care of hous e pets.
veterinarian.

Also include trips to kennel or

CARE OF CLOTHING AND HOUSEHOLD LINENS
Washing by machine at home or away from home, including:
Collecting and preparing soiled items for washing
Loading and unloading washer or dryer
Hanging up items and removing from the line

Folding
Hand washing

Iron ing and pressing.

Also include:

Getting out equipment, sprinkling

Putting away cleaned items and equipment

Polishing shoes
Preparing items for commercial laundry or dry cleaning
Seasonal storage of clothing and textiles

CONSTRUCTION OF CLOTHING AND HOUSEHOLD LINENS
(If activity is primarily recreation rather than goal motivated, include
time under recreation category. )
~~king alterations or mending
Making clothing and household accessories (d raperies, slipcovers,
napkins, etc.) include such activi ties as:
Sewing
Embroidering
Knitting, crocheting, macrame

If these activities are to make product for self, immediate family
members or to give as gift, include under here .
If activity is primarily to produce product for sale, include time under
paid work category .

PHYSICAL CARE OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS
All activities related to physical care of ho u sehold members other than
self such as:
Bathing , feeding, dressing · and o t h e r personal care
First aid or bedside care
Taking household members to doctor, dentist , barber
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KO~PHYSICAL

CARE OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

All activities related to the social and educational development of
household memb ers such as :
Playing with children
TP.aching, talking, helping children with homework
Reading aloud

Cl1auffe ring and/or accompanyin g children to social and educational
activities
Attending functions involving your child

MANAGEMENT
Making decisions and planning such as:
Thinki ng about, discussing, and investigating alternatives
Looking for ideas and seeking information
Assessing resources available (space, time, money, etc.)
Planning--family activities, vacations, menus, shopping lists,
purchases and investments
Super vising and coordinating activities
Checking plans as the y are carried out
Thinking back to see how plans worked
Financial activitiP.s such as:
Making bank deposits and checking bank statements
Paying bills and recording receipts and expenses
Figuring income taxes
Using home computer to manage household finances or records

SCHOOL \-JORK
School -- Classes related to present or future employment
Include time spent in preparation for each of the above. For
example, work or reading done at home or at the library relating to
job or classes.
Paid Work
Paid employment and work-related activities, s u ch as work brought home,
professional, business and union meetings, con ventions, etc.
Paid work for family farm or business, babysitting, paper route

UNPAID WORK
Work or service done either as a volunte e r or as an unpaid workPr for
relatives, friends, family business or farm; social, civic, or community
organizations.

ORGANIZATION PARTICIPATION
Attending and participating in:
Religious activities and services
Civic and political organizations
Other clubs and organizations
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SOCIAL A"D

~ECREATIONAL

ACTIVITIES

Reading (oth er than requirPd for school or work)
~.Ja

tching TV

Wa tching vid eo tapes
Lis tening to radio, stereo, etc.
''Go ing out'' to movies, car shows , museums, sporting events, concerts, RtC.
Pa rticipating in an y sport , hobby or craft
Taking a class or lesson for personal interest
Walking, cycling, boating,
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taking a ride, 11 training animals

Talking with friends or relatives, either in person or by telephone
Entertaining at home or being entertained away from home
Writing letters, or cards to friends, relatives
Playing games, musical instruments, etc.
(If adult is playing with
child include such activities under nonph ysical care.)
Exercising (i f done for pleasure)
PERSONAL CARE OF SELF
Sleeping
Bathing, getting dressed, other grooming and personal care
Making appointments and going to doctor, dentist, beautician and other
personal services
Relaxing, loafing, resting
Heditation
Exercising (i f done to maintain or improve physical condition)
EATING

Eating any meal or snack, a lone, with family or friends at home or away
from home.
OTHER
Any activity not classified in other categories.
Any time block for which yo u cannot recall, do not kno,v, or do not wish to
report.

